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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

In 1613, when these commonplaces On the Law of God and On the Ceremonial and Forensic Laws were published, Johann Gerhard had been a widower for two years. He was still serving (as he had since 1606) as superintendent of twenty-six parishes in the vicinity of Heldburg, about 22 km west of Coburg. Although his later fame as a professor at Jena often overshadows his pastoral experience, Gerhard was involved in pastoral ministry and episcopal oversight of congregations for a decade, from 1606 until 1616. His pastoral practice during this time was especially directed toward a second round of parish visitations, which as superintendent he conducted from July 22 to November 11, 1613. It was a strenuous and exhausting period that left Gerhard seriously ill and his fellow visitor dead.1 In the period from 1611 to 1613, Gerhard also brought out other publications, such as The Daily Exercise of Piety (1612)2 and his Postil of 1613 (sermons on the customary, annually recurring Gospel readings of the church year).3

The present volume, however, discusses the three kinds of divine laws, that is, the various commands revealed by God in Holy Scripture, of which only the moral Law is eternal and universal for all people, times, and places. The beginnings of these two commonplaces4 can be traced to Gerhard’s participation in formal disputations about five years earlier.5 Beginning on February 5, 1607, Gerhard held monthly disputations in Coburg on theological topics. In advance of each disputation, the list of theses was printed. The disputation on the Law was held on September 13, 1608. It appears that this disputation was put into print in a collection: Gerhard’s Succinct and Select Aphorisms.6 Since Gerhard apparently did not hold a disputation at this time on the ceremonial and forensic laws, the Succinct and Select Aphorisms likewise lacks that chapter. The Aphorisms on the Law are certainly a stage in the development of what would be included in Gerhard’s famous Theological Commonplaces. Most of the chapter on the Law in the Aphorisms deals with the impossibility of perfectly fulfilling it. There is no discussion of the Decalogue, except for the issue of images. Although the kinds of divine law are distinguished, the Aphorisms do not discuss the ceremonial and forensic laws.

Gerhard did not refer to his moral, ethical instruction as “ethics” or “moral theology.” He did, however, deal with this field of study, not only in the Theological Commonplaces but also in his five books of the Schola Pietatis (The School of Piety, 1622–23) and elsewhere.7 The Schola Pietatis expands upon the commonplace On the Law of God, fulfilling Gerhard’s plan mentioned in several places of On the Law of God:


At this point an extensive discussion about these virtues could be opened, namely, in regard to: (1) what each virtue includes, (2) what causes should urge us to each of them, (3) what promises are connected to each, and (4) by what examples the truth of the promises has been demonstrated. All of these examples can be sought out in rich supply from the sermons of the prophets, Christ, and the apostles. A diligent interpreter of Scripture should bring all of these to bear on this [commandment]. However, the plan we have established does not allow us to discuss it in this place. It is enough that we have pointed our finger at the sources.8



These commonplaces have attracted attention throughout the past 400 years. In the eighteenth century, the section on the Sabbath9 and especially on the ceremonial laws attracted extensive consideration. Johann Friedrich Cotta’s footnotes for the section on the ceremonial laws in his edition of the Theological Commonplaces are lengthier than Gerhard’s body text. In that era, there was significant interest in the Old Testament ceremonies as prophetic types pointing forward to Christ.10 In the nineteenth century, Gerhard’s teaching on images (First Commandment), the Sabbath (Third Commandment), the impossibility of perfectly keeping the Law in this life, and the necessity of the Law for believers (against antinomianism) received consideration.11 In the early twentieth century, Renatus Hupfeld emphasized Gerhard’s teaching that the moral Law reflects God’s essence and is spiritual and inward.12 Hupfeld apparently was uninterested in the specific moral precepts that Gerhard explicates on the basis of the Decalogue. He focused instead on the contours of Gerhard’s ethical system.

According to Hupfeld, Gerhard’s term for Christian ethics is pietas (“piety, godliness”). It is understood as “obedience to the whole Law of God, and even as the fount of that obedience that is pleasing to God, namely, true repentance, whose ‘soul,’ so to speak, is true faith in Christ.”13 The difference between Lutheran and Roman Catholic ethics lies chiefly in how the human heart is viewed. The “Papists” claim that those who are not reborn and renewed can nevertheless, from their natural powers, do good works and merit God’s grace by a “congruous merit,” whereas Lutherans claim that man must be made into a “good tree” before he can bring forth “good fruits” (Matt. 12:33).14 Thus the goal of human activity cannot be found in the inner harmony of the soul’s powers but in something that transcends the individual. Gerhard sees the goal as man’s directedness toward God,15 a goal that will not be attained in this life but only in the resurrection.16 The image of God and conformity with the moral Law are basically identical, since, for Gerhard, the moral Law is the revelation of God’s essence.17 The God who commanded perfect love is Himself love (1 John 4:8, 16). The kind of holiness that God commands is based on His own holiness. “You shall be holy, for I, the Lord your God, am holy” (Lev. 19:2). Gerhard emphasizes that the Law requires not just external actions or refraining from sins, but much more: fear of God, trust in God, and love for God and neighbor. His exposition of all the Commandments comes back continually to this commandment of love (Deut. 6:5; 13:3; Matt. 22:37–39; Mark 12:30–31; Luke 10:27).18

Of course, most of this is standard fare for late Reformation and post-Reformation Lutheran theology. For much of the commonplace On the Law of God, Gerhard closely follows Martin Chemnitz’s Loci Theologici. Since this is so, it is worthwhile to read both authors together to see what parts are unique to Gerhard. By doing so, one can identify Gerhard’s individual contributions, and perhaps even his tacit corrections.





THE THIRD COMMANDMENT

As an example, we will compare Chemnitz and Gerhard on the Third Commandment.19 In both the Theological Commonplaces and the Schola Pietatis, Gerhard follows Chemnitz’s Loci, but with some changes that are apparent only when the two theologians are compared. They agree that the Sabbath commandment is about doing the work of “hallowing” (or “sanctifying”) by receiving the means of grace and offering prayer and praise to God in public worship, not about slothful idleness.20 But Gerhard says slovenly idleness is forbidden on the other six days of the week, in accord with Exod. 20:9, while Chemnitz does not. Gerhard emphasizes the hallowing of one entire day (not just a few hours) as a moral requirement, so that normal work is not allowed on Sunday, even if there is time for worship. Chemnitz, on the other hand, states that the observance of a full day is unnecessary. All the Third Commandment requires, he says, is “some opportunity to attend the ministry of the Word and the ceremonies,” and so the only works that must be given up are those that hinder public worship.21 Again, “only those works are in conflict with the Third Commandment which are not necessary or are undertaken out of greed, vanity and/or contempt for public worship, which either interfere with public worship or cause a scandal to others so that they are led away from divine worship.”22 Gerhard says hallowing one day out of seven is a moral requirement rooted in creation,23 while Chemnitz certainly does not.

What Gerhard presents on the Third Commandment in the commonplace On the Law of God he expands in chapters 25–30 of book 3 of the Schola Pietatis.24 Chapter 25 is titled “On the hallowing of the Sabbath: what reasons should move us to do so.” Chapter 26 is titled “In what way the Sabbath can and should be celebrated and hallowed by a lover of godliness.” Chapters 27 and 28 are on the “spiritual Sabbath,” that is, the spiritual meaning of the Third Commandment. Chapters 29 and 30, finally, cover the duties of preachers and hearers. In the Schola Pietatis, as in the commonplace On the Law of God, Gerhard distinguishes between the moral and ceremonial aspects of the Third Commandment. Christians are not bound by Old Testament ceremonies. The apostles instituted the celebration of Sunday in place of the Sabbath Day, and it was called “the Lord’s Day” (Rev. 1:10). Gerhard explains:


Although now, I say, we in the New Testament are not bound to the ceremonial part of this commandment, nevertheless the moral part still remains, namely, that in every week we use one or even more days for worship, abstain from our domestic and secular activities, come together in the congregation, hear God’s Word, and bring about whatever is necessary for hallowing the Sabbath; in this way the commandment on the hallowing of the festival day is obligatory also for us in the New Testament.25



Here Gerhard affirms the distinction between ceremonial and moral in the Third Commandment, but he sees the “one day in seven” requirement as part of the moral Law instead of the ceremonial. He explains by saying that six days of the week are set aside by God for labor, but one of the seven is to be, even in the New Testament, a day of rest—not primarily for bodily rest but for being instructed in God’s essence and will from the revealed Word and rendering to God our service.26

Besides the external observance of the Third Commandment, Gerhard also knows that there is a “spiritual Sabbath of Christians which is perpetual and should be celebrated every day of our life.” This spiritual Sabbath is a true allegorical interpretation of the Third Commandment.27 There is also the eternal Sabbath and the Sabbath of redemption.28 These other Sabbaths do not, for Gerhard, do away with the moral requirement of a day of the week set aside for Christian worship (for which the apostles designated Sunday as “the Lord’s Day”).29

When discussing what works may be done on the Lord’s Day, Gerhard is clear to say that any works that would hinder divine worship are prohibited. Beyond that, his usual manner is to begin with a strong statement of the kinds of works prohibited, and then to qualify the statement as applying to works that would hinder worship on the Lord’s Day. For example, in the Schola Pietatis he remarks: “Nevertheless, it remains true that only those works and labor are prohibited on the Sabbath that are undertaken without any need, either from greed or from frivolity, or from despising the preaching office, which hinder the exercise of divine worship.”30 The same sort of statement is in the commonplace On the Law of God: “Therefore the following sins conflict with the Third Commandment: … (2) To waste holy days in slothful idleness; to neglect reading, meditating on, and hearing the Word; and to change doctrine according to the feelings and desires of others. … (6) To give no rest to domestic servants; to do works on the Sabbath which hinder and could distract one from hallowing the Sabbath.”31 In these places it might seem unclear whether the relative clause “which hinder…” is to be taken exclusively or inclusively. Other places make it seem that, for Gerhard, all such works would indeed hinder the purpose of the Sabbath—the living encounter of God’s people with His Word and means of grace. “Although the hallowing of the Sabbath does not consist primarily and properly in external rest, this commandment still forbids servile works in clear language because they do hinder the true hallowing of the Sabbath.”32 Again: “One must abstain from manual, servile, and mechanical works, which hinder the public exercise of divine worship.”33 On the other hand, Gerhard says:


Therefore whatever works do not hinder or impede the public exercise of divine worship are not banned in this commandment. … There is a little verse about this that includes the four cases in which one may work on the Sabbath: “small things, necessity, the state, with piety.” … Apart from a case of necessity, the Sabbath is profaned by servile and household works. Therefore we seriously disapprove of what the Jesuit Toletus writes (Instruct., bk. 4, ch. 25): “When these things cannot be done except on a feast day, one may take a trip (having first heard the sacred [Mass]) or may hunt, he may study over litigation for financial reasons, he may sell meat or kill animals to eat for money, he may build places for spectacles on solemnities.”34



According to Gerhard’s view of worship on the Lord’s Day, more is required than attending a one-hour worship service. Besides the fact that services in his day could last much longer than an hour, he explains:


Because God the Lord commands that we should hallow the day of the Sabbath, He intended to teach by doing so that one should rest [feyren] not only a few hours, but the whole day, and not act according to the common custom, in which one spends perhaps one or two hours hearing God’s Word but afterward wastes the rest of the time with idleness, useless chatter, going for walks, carousings, and similar things. Against this, God the Lord commands that we are to hallow the entire day of the Sabbath and pass the time with holy works.35



While this may have been Gerhard’s ideal, his church ordinance (written in the name of his prince, Johann Casimir, 1564–1633) set forth practical measures and regulations related to the observance of Sundays and holidays that are more modest. There were at least two worship services on a Sunday in the lands of Johann Casimir. At the morning service, the customary Gospel pericopes were retained as the preaching texts. In the early afternoon a catechism preaching service was held, which all the youth were to attend. The entire catechism was to be preached through each year.36 The nobility were directed not to demand manual labor from their servants on festival days (including Sundays), nor to keep them away from the sermons and worship services: “Since there are six other days in the week in which such work can be imposed and carried out, as also God’s earnest Commandment commands, that one should hallow the days of rest, the holidays, and even let the cattle, horses, and draft oxen rest on the holiday—how much more should one allow the poor peasant people, who can certainly be used in the week, to have their holiday, on which they hear God’s Word and may draw from the sermon consolation in their consciences.”37 Moreover, before and during the sermon the city officials were to forbid the serving of alcohol and sweets, as well as sports, feasting, secret meetings, and dancing. No court hearings, proceedings, or council meetings (outside a case of emergency) were to be held during the time when sermons were usually taking place. All manual labor and horse labor was to cease on Sundays and holidays. Violators of this rule were fined. Necessary work such as “carrying beer” could be done only after the worship service had ended.38 Market days were not to be held on Sundays, or at least not until after worship.39 During the service, the city gates were to be shut.40 The magistrates were to stop drunkenness on the high feasts. (The custom had been that the peasants would drink all through the night on Christmas Eve and Pentecost Eve, and then they would sleep through the worship service or stumble into church drunk.)41 All of these measures in his church ordinance show that for Gerhard (and his prince, Johann Casimir, in whose name he wrote this church ordinance), resting and avoiding work were not as important as arranging all of society in such a way that the Sunday services could be attended by all, so that all people would be able to hear the Word of God. Anything and everything that would distract from this was to be stopped. Beyond this, there was also consideration for Sabbath rest for manual laborers and livestock, on the basis of the Third Commandment. This excursus on the Third Commandment demonstrates some of the unique contours of Gerhard’s exposition of the Decalogue even as he closely follows Chemnitz’s Loci.

Throughout his discussion of the Law of God, Gerhard never forgets that the Law’s purpose is not for justification. “(6) With respect to our corrupted nature, the Law is a universal judgment which accuses and condemns man. Thus it drives us to Christ, who is ‘the end of the Law for righteousness for all who believe’ [Rom. 10:4]. (7) It is the norm of the good works in which the reborn should walk.”42





FEATURES OF THIS VOLUME

On the title page of volume 3 in the original Jena edition of the Theological Commonplaces, Commonplace XV was titled On the Moral Law. However, at the beginning of the commonplace itself, the title was On the Law of God. In fact, the Law of God and its subdivisions is the topic for the beginning of this commonplace (§§ 1–12), but most of it deals with the moral Law (§§ 13–208). Next, Edward Preuss, the editor of the edition of Gerhard’s Loci from which Dr. Dinda made his translation, was reprinting the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition, and that edition, for some reason, omitted the chapter divisions for these commonplaces. We have restored the chapter divisions and their titles from the original Jena edition.43 Gerhard did not use any special capitalization for the word “Law.” In our translation, the word is capitalized when it means a part of the Bible, such as the “Law of Moses,” and especially when it means the Decalogue or moral Law, wherever it may be found. In other contexts the word is lowercased. This capitalization convention helps to make clear to the English reader Gerhard’s own distinction between the kinds of divine laws, of which only one is eternal—the moral Law.44

The publication of Gerhard’s Commonplaces could not happen without the cooperation of a skilled and dedicated team. The Rev. Joshua J. Hayes served as assistant editor for this volume. The Rev. Dr. Richard Dinda, the original translator, is to be thanked for helping to make this project come about in the first place. Dawn Mirly Weinstock has served as production editor for the series from the beginning. Many other colleagues, both within and outside of Concordia Publishing House, have given their advice and support. Without their help, this series, the first large-scale translation of Gerhard’s great work, would be impossible. To God alone be the glory.

Benjamin T. G. Mayes





EDITIONS OF THE THEOLOGICAL COMMONPLACES

There are four main editions of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces: the Jena edition of 1610 (the edition printed during Gerhard’s lifetime), the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition of 1657 (edited by Johann Ernst Gerhard, the author’s son), the Tübingen edition of 1762 (edited by Johann Friedrich Cotta), and the Berlin/Leipzig edition of 1863 (edited by Edward Preuss). Dr. Richard Dinda made his translation from the Preuss edition, and I have edited the text with an eye not only on Preuss but also on the Cotta edition, which was employed to correct the many typographical errors of Preuss’s edition (some of which were carried forward from the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition). At the top of each page of the Concordia edition, references are given to both the Cotta and Preuss editions. Thus “C3:44” means “Cotta edition, volume 3, page 44,” and “P1:143” means “Preuss edition, volume 1, page 143.”

In the preface to his edition, Preuss said that he was reprinting the Jena edition of 1610. However, instead of including the original Commonplaces I–VII of the Jena edition, Preuss substituted the four commonplaces he found at the beginning of the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition. These were published in 1625, after Gerhard had finished his Theological Commonplaces, with the title “Exegesis, or a more copious explanation of certain articles of the Christian religion.” They were not meant to be a substitute for the 1610 Commonplaces I–VII but were intended as a supplement. It is these “Exegesis” Commonplaces that Preuss included, and it is the same that we have previously presented to our readers in the volumes covering Exegesis I–IV. These “Exegesis” Commonplaces have been included with printings of Gerhard’s Theological Commonplaces since the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition; therefore they do belong in this series.

The enumeration of the commonplaces has also presented difficulties. Both Preuss and Cotta presented different numbering systems than the seventeenth-century editions of the Theological Commonplaces. We have decided to follow the original enumeration as found in the Jena and Frankfurt/Hamburg editions. A comparison chart is included on p. xix.

In the Concordia edition, we refer to the commonplaces included both in the original Jena edition and in Preuss’s edition as, for example, “Commonplace XI.” We refer to the “Exegesis” Commonplaces included in Preuss’s edition as “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace II.” And we refer to the original Commonplaces I–VII, which were not included in Preuss’s edition, as “1610 Loci Theologici, locus 5.” In the indices, reference is given first to the commonplace number, then to the section number. For example: “E3.34” means “1625 Exegesis, Commonplace III, § 34.” And “8.55” means “1610 Commonplace VIII, § 55.” This manner of indexing will allow the reader to refer to any edition of the Theological Commonplaces from the seventeenth century to the present.

Preuss’s edition and this Concordia edition occasionally surround sections of text with double asterisks (**). These sections are Gerhard’s marginal notes on his Theological Commonplaces that his son included in the Frankfurt/Hamburg edition.
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COMMONPLACE XV

ON THE LAW OF GOD







 

The connection with the preceding commonplace.

§ 1. According to the definition of St. John, “sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4). Just as one recognizes the lack of something [privatio] from the possession of it [ex habitu], so also “through the Law comes knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20). One only recognizes what is twisted and askew by the application of a straight ruler. In the same way, we can only recognize sin, which is a sort of crookedness of the soul, by comparing it with the rule of righteousness which is set forth in the doctrine of the Law. Furthermore, there is no more obvious proof to refute that vain and false view of human powers in spiritual matters than to set forth and accurately explain from the doctrine of the Law that the Law requires of us no mere external obedience but a spiritual, internal, and perfect obedience. Therefore it is good order for the commonplace on the Law to follow the doctrine of sin and free will, and for its explication as well as its exercise to precede [our treatment of] the Gospel.





CHAPTER I: THE NOMENCLATURE OF “LAW”

The etymology of the noun lex.

§ 2. Cicero discusses the etymology of the word lex [“law”] in De legibus (bk. 1, not far from the beginning): “Scholars believe that ‘law’ comes from the Greek word for rendering to each one his due (ἀπò τoῦ νἑμɛıν). I, for one, think that it comes from our word legendo [‘choosing’]. For as they place the power of equity in law, we give it the power of selection. Yet both of these are characteristic of law.” According to Varro, the word lex is derived either from legendo [“reading”], because laws generally were read publicly, or from ligando [“binding”], because the law binds to obedience all those to whom it applies.

** (Lex is derived from ligando, first, because laws oblige people to do some things and to avoid others; second, because magistrates bind their subjects to themselves with laws; third, because all societies are bound by certain laws. Thus in Hosea 11:4 and Ps. 2:3 some take “cords” and “bands” to mean the Law. However, if lex were indeed derived from ligando, it would be called lix rather than lex.) **

[Or perhaps it is] from deligendo [“choosing”] because, according to Cicero, it points out the choice between what we should do and not do, what we should seek or flee. The Hebrew [image: ] (Torah) comes from [image: ], which primarily means “to teach.” From this we conclude that the word “law” is used in general for “teaching” with regard to its etymology. The second meaning of [image: ] is “to aim at,” which implies that we ought to consider the Law as the target at which we aim in all our doings, unless we wish to “shoot our arrows without aiming,” which is ἁμαρτἁνɛıν [“to miss the mark, to sin”]. Finally, it means “to enrich people’s minds with instruction,” just as rains enrich the earth. This proves the value and usefulness of this doctrine.

** Some derive it from [image: ] (“he feared”) because the Law strikes people with fear. Some take it from [image: ], which means “he investigated, he searched out,” because, like a mirror, it sets before our eyes the uncleanness of our very nature. The Greek νόμoς [“law”] comes from νόoς [“mind”] according to Plato (De legibus, bk. 12), both because it illumines the mind and because the law of nature flows from the precept of the mind; or it comes from νέμɛıν [“to distribute”] both because it commands that each one grant everyone his due and because it distributes to each person his duties and obligations. **

Homonyms.

§3. Since words of like meaning confuse the genuine knowledge of matters unless they are distinguished, and especially since the equivocation of this word long ago produced infamous errors (as Chemnitz teaches, Loci, part 2, p. 4),1 therefore we must note carefully the various different meanings the word “law” has in Scripture. The proper and most frequent meaning of “law” is that it denotes the doctrine of works: the rule of what should be done and what should be avoided. We use “law” in this sense in this commonplace. In this way, the word “law” is used either generally for all law or in particular for the moral Law (Exod. 24:12: “And I shall give you the tables of stone and the Law”) or for the ceremonial law (Luke 2:23: “As it is written in the law of the Lord”) or for the judicial law (John 19:7: “We have a law, and according to that law He ought to die”).

In general “law” signifies the totality of divinely revealed doctrine. Ps. 1:[1–]2: “Blessed is the man who meditates on the Law of the Lord day and night.” In this sense it is applied specifically to the doctrine of the Gospel, even though the Gospel is diametrically opposed to the Law properly speaking. However, whether this word is used generally or specifically must be determined from the context of any given passage. Whenever that which is characteristic of the Gospel is attributed to “law,” it is obvious that the word “law” does not mean the Law properly speaking—that is, the doctrine of works—but generally, the totality of divinely revealed doctrine or even the doctrine of the Gospel in particular. Thus Isa. 2:3: “Out of Zion will go forth law,” which is clearly not the Law, properly speaking. Instead, this means the solemn proclamation of the Gospel, for the Law was published on Mount Sinai, not Mount Zion. Ps. 19:7–8: “The law of the Lord is perfect, reviving the soul. The precepts of the Lord are right, rejoicing the heart.” Here the law is said to revive, rejoice, and lift the heart. Yet the Law, properly speaking, works wrath (Rom. 4:15). Thus the apostle speaks of “the law of faith” (Rom. 3:27), even though the righteousness which is of the Law and the righteousness of faith are opposed to each other (Rom. 10:5–6). Therefore the general word “law” there means “teaching.”

Materially the noun “law” is used for the sacred books in which the doctrine of the Law has been written down. Even in this sense the word is used in different ways. At times it means generally all the books of the Old Testament. Thus in John 10:34 even the Psalms are included under the word “law”: “Is it not written in your Law: ‘I said, you are gods’?” John 15:25: “It is written in the Law: ‘They hated Me without a cause.’” In 1 Cor. 14:21 Paul cites a statement from Isaiah which is said to have been written “in the Law.” At times it means the Pentateuch of Moses specifically, namely, whenever the scripture of the Law is distinguished from the Prophets and Psalms. Luke 24:44: “Everything written about Me in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms must be fulfilled.” Rom. 3:21: “The Law and the Prophets bear witness to the righteousness of God.” In this sense the rabbinic scholars call the books of Moses the [image: ] (Torah) At times the word “law” denotes most specifically the scripture of the Decalogue, as Luke 10:26: “What is the first commandment in the Law?” Augustine (treatise 48 on John): “The Lord called all the Scriptures ‘Law’ generally (John 10:34), though He elsewhere specifically says ‘Law’ and distinguishes it from the Prophets.” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 5): “We also specifically say ‘Law,’ as in ‘the Law and the Prophets’; and generally, since the Prophets, too, are in the Law.” The noun “law” is not only used conjointly for all the books of Moses but also distinctly for individual books of Moses. For instance, it is used: (1) For the first book [Genesis]. Gal. 4:21–22: “Do you not read the Law? For it is written that Abraham had two sons.” That is from Gen. 16:15. (2) It is used for the second book [Exodus]. Matt. 12:5: “Or have you not read in the Law how on the Sabbath the priests in the temple violate the Sabbath?” which is from Exod. 29:33. (3) It used for the third book [Leviticus]. John 8:5: “Now in the Law, Moses commanded that we stone such,” which is from Lev. 20:10. (4) It is used for the fourth book [Numbers]. Heb. 7:5: “They take tithes according to the Law,” which comes from Num. 18:21. (5) It is used for the fifth book [Deuteronomy]. John 7:51: “Does our Law judge a man without first giving him a hearing?” which is from Deut. 17:8. In this last passage there is also a meaning that takes “Law” for the Old Testament and that denotes their entire political state and the establishment of the priesthood that God had prescribed for the people of Israel through Moses. This meaning occurs frequently in the Epistle to the Hebrews as often as “Law” is opposed to the New Testament. Matt. 11:13: “For the Law and the Prophets prophesied until John.”

Synecdochically the word “law” is used for the harshness and the curse of the Law. This happens when it is opposed to grace. Rom. 6:14: “You are not under law but under grace.” Gal. 5:18: “If you are led by the Spirit, you are not under the law.” Here it is clear that Paul does not mean obedience, but the harshness of the curse by which the Law accuses and condemns all in whom any sin adheres without any leniency [ἐπıɛíκɛıα], and does not approve of or accept any obedience unless it be complete in every instance and pure in every respect.

By metonymy it is used for a moving and impelling power, force, or efficacy, as “the law of sin” (Rom. 7:25), “the law of death” (Rom. 7:6), “the law in my members” (Rom. 7:23), “the law of the Spirit of life” (Rom. 8:2). Augustine (83 QQ, q. 66) believes that it is called “‘the law of sin’ because it is imposed on sinners. It is called ‘the law of death’ because the wages of sin is death, the sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law.’ ” Those are the more important meanings of this word.

Less important and secondarily the word is used: (1) For the custom and law of the Gentiles. Dan. 6:15: “The law of the Medes.” Acts 18:13: “This man is persuading people to worship God contrary to the law.” (2) It is used for upright instruction. Prov. 1:8: “Reject not your mother’s law.” (3) It is employed for the subjection and obedience that a person is bound to show to others by divine and human right. Rom. 7:3: “A woman is freed from the law of her husband.” 1 Cor. 7:39: “She is bound to the law.”

Synonyms.

§4. In Psalms 119 and 19 the Holy Spirit sets forth a very beautiful series of synonyms attributed to the Law. Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 8) gives us a careful explanation of them.2 The following are the more important appellations: [image: ] (eduth, μαρτύριoν “testimony”), because the Law provides testimony about the will of God and convicts us of sin. When Moses repeats the Law in Deut. 4:26, he uses the root [image: ] (heid): “I call heaven and earth to witness against you this day.” It is called [image: ] (derekh, ἡ ὁδός, “the way”), because the Law shows us the way of good works in which we should walk; [image: ] (pekude in the construct state, ἐντoλαί, “commands”) from [image: ] (pakad), which means “to entrust, to delegate, to visit, to require,” for God has entrusted His Law to man as a sort of deposit and visits transgression of it with just punishments.

** In Gen. 26:5 the commandments of God are called [image: ] (God’s “guard”), because people ought to observe and guard them: “Abraham kept My guard ([image: ]), My commandments ([image: ]), My statutes ([image: ]), and My laws ([image: ]).” **

It is called [image: ] (khuqqim, δικαιώματα), which frequently means legal rituals and ceremonies, as does also the word [image: ] (mishpatim, τὰκρίματα, “judgments, forensic or judicial laws”). Yet both these words, especially when placed apart, are general, because the law is God’s statute, and its judgment is against sin. It is called [image: ] (mitsvah, ἐντoλή, “commandment”), because it binds to observance, and it comes from [image: ] (tsivah), which means “to order, to commit a responsibility to, to decree, to make answerable for,” etc. It is called [image: ] (imre in the construct state, τὰ λόγιά, oἱ λόγoι, “the utterances of God”), because the Law was solemnly promulgated by God’s own voice. It is called [image: ] (tsedek, ἡ δικαιoσύνη, τò δικαίωμα, “righteousness, justice”), because the Law prescribes the norm of justice. Another word is [image: ] (berith, ἡ διαθήκη, “treaty, covenant”), because in the Law God enters upon a covenant with His people. It is called [image: ] (yirath Jehovah, ὁ φόβoς κυρίoυ, “the fear of the Lord”) by metonymy, because the sum of the Law consists of the fear and love of God. It is also called [image: ] [image: ] (asereth haddebarim, “the ten words”), because the sum of the moral Law consists of the Decalogue. The expression “moral Law” is indeed a very common one; yet it must be explained accurately. The divine Law, you see, requires an integrity not only of conduct [morum] and of external actions but also of inner desires and, in fact, of one’s entire nature. In regard to names for the Law, see Justin [Martyr], Quaest. et resp. ad orthod., q. 92.

Different names for the Law.

§5. On this point Luther observes (Galatians, ch. 5, [Jena] Latin edition, vol. 4, p. 149) that the apostle Paul attributes various names to the Law.3 When the Law is considered in itself as a teaching which God has given, he adorns it with honorable titles:

“The Law is holy, and the commandment is holy, just, and good” (Rom. 7:12); “the very commandment which was to life” (Rom. 7:10); “the Law is good” (1 Tim. 1:8); “living oracles” (Acts 7:38). On the other hand, when the Law is considered in the article of justification and in comparison with the doctrine of the Gospel and also with respect to our corrupt nature, the apostle then speaks of the Law almost with an ignominious contempt. He calls it a “custodian” and “confining prison” (Gal. 3:23–24, “which no one loves,” says Luther4 ); “a yoke of slavery” (Gal. 5:1); “the power of sin” (1 Cor. 15:56); “the bringer of wrath and death” (Rom. 4:15; 7:5); “the weak and worthless elementary principles of the world” (Gal. 4:[9]); “a ministry of death and condemnation” and “a killing letter” (2 Cor. 3:6, 7, 9); “the handwriting that was against us” (Col. 2:14); “a covenant bearing children for slavery” (Gal. 4:24). In the following statements the blessed apostle reconciles these diverse attributes: Rom. 7:10–11: “The very commandment” (given by God) “which was to life proved to be death for me. For sin, finding opportunity in the commandment, deceived me” (because by nature I have been sold under sin, which the word of God’s Law reveals and indicts); 1 Tim. 1:8: “The Law is good if one uses it lawfully.”




1 Chemnitz’s Works 8:591–96.

2 Cf. Chemnitz’s Works 8:594–96.

3 Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 27:3–105 (WA 40/2:1–134).

4 Cf. Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 26:336 (WA 40/1:519).







CHAPTER II: VARIOUS DESCRIPTIONS OF LAW

Definitions.

§ 6. There are varied and diverse accepted definitions of “law” in general. Plato (De legibus): “The law is the right manner of governing, which is directed to the best end through suitable means, giving punishments to transgressors and rewards to the obedient.” Aristotle (Ethic. Nicom., bk. 10, ch. 10): “The law is the principle from which judgment and reason gain binding power.” Politic. (bk. 3, ch. 16): “Law is reason without desire.” Rhet. ad Alexand. (ch. 1): “Law (speaking simply) is a definite principle which informs how one must do everything in accord with the common standard of a city.” Cicero (De legib., bk. 1): “There is a great reason innate in nature that commands what must be done and forbids the contrary. When that same reason is in the mind of man, it is confirmed and made law.” Ibid.: “The law is reason in commanding and forbidding. It is a force of nature, the mind and reasoning power of a person with foresight, the rule of right and wrong, the distinguishing feature between the just and the unjust. It afflicts the wicked with punishment and defends and protects the good.” De nat. deor. (bk. 2): “The law is an injunction for the upright and a deterrent for the wicked.” Demosthenes (Orat. 1 cont. Aristog.): “Law is an invention and a gift of the gods, a teaching of the wise, a correction for voluntary and involuntary transgressions, the common agreement of the state in accord with which it is fitting for all in the state to live.” Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 90, art. 1): “The law is an arrangement of reason toward the common good on the part of him who has been given charge for the community.” Also: “The law is the directing measure and rule for doing actions. It is the manner [ratio] of divine wisdom according to which it directs all actions and movements.” Biel (Sent., 3, dist. 37, only q.): “The law is the true informing sign of upright reasoning which declares that such reasoning is obligated to do or not to do something.” Varinus: “Law is the principle which determines what must be done and forbids what should not be done.” To modern men, law in general is a settled constitution or sanction binding to obedience those to whom it is prescribed and which sets up punishment for those who violate it. Also, law is a statement which demands virtue and obligates natural reason to obedience with the promise of reward for obedience and with the threat of punishment for transgression.





CHAPTER III: DIVISIONS OF LAWS

Divisions of laws: First, into divine and human laws.

§ 7. Seeing as there is no great utility in these general descriptions, we shall pass on to the divisions of law. First, with regard to their effector or author, we say that some laws are divine while others are human. Divine laws are sanctioned by God while human laws have been sanctioned by men. [Ius canonicum,] c. Omnes, dist. 1, from Isidore: “All laws are either divine or human. Divine laws stand by nature; human ones, by custom, and therefore [human laws] have discrepancies because they are differently acceptable to various peoples. That which is morally upright [fas] is divine law; that which involves legal right [ius] is human law.” However, this description of divine law is not very prudent, seeing that the forensic and ceremonial laws handed down to the Israelites were divine even though they did not stand by nature.

Second, into moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws.

Second, with regard to their material, divine laws are divided into moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws. Those who delight in dichotomy could say that some divine laws are eternal and immutable while others are temporal and mutable. The latter of these could be further divided into ceremonial and forensic. Chemnitz proceeds thus: “God’s Law either makes a general command about the worship of God and justice, or it defines them through certain external circumstances. This it does either toward God in acts of worship or toward man in exercising and administering justice.”1

The bases for this division.

§ 8. The basis for this common division is in Holy Writ itself. Deut. 6:1: “Now this is the commandment, the statutes, and the judgments ([image: ]) which Jehovah your God commanded me to teach you that you may do them.” Here we see clearly the commandment, statutes, and judgments listed. However, the rabbinic scholars have a rule that whenever [image: ] and [image: ] (“judgments” and “statutes”) are paired together, the former should mean judicial laws; and the latter, ceremonial laws. Therefore, the word “commandment” in general means the moral Law and is called “commandment” in the singular because its sum is love. Lev. 26:14–15: “But if you will not hearken to Me and will not do all these commandments ([image: ]), if you spurn My statutes ([image: ]), and if your soul abhors My judgments ([image: ]) so that you will not do all My commandments but break My covenant,” etc. (Therefore the first covenant which God initiated with the Israelites consisted of commandments, statutes, and judgments—that is, as we say today, of the moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws.) Verse 46: “These are the statutes and judgments and laws ([image: ]) which Jehovah made between Himself and the children of Israel on Mount Sinai by the hand of Moses.” Here the word torah (“law”) means the moral Law. Deut. 4:1–2: “And now, O Israel, give heed to the statutes and judgments which I teach you. You shall not add to the word which I command you nor take from it, that you may keep the commandments ([image: ], mitsvoth) of Jehovah your God.” We should note particularly vv. 13–14 of this chapter, where this distinction is made most clearly. Moses says: “Then the Lord spoke to you and declared to you His covenant which He commanded you, to perform the Ten Words, and He wrote them on two tablets of stone. And the Lord also commanded me at that time to teach you statutes and judgments, that you might do them in the Promised Land.” Here we see that there is an obvious distinction between the “Ten Words” (or the Decalogue, which contains the summary of the moral Law) and the ceremonial and forensic laws. God gave the Decalogue to all people directly, and He Himself wrote the Ten Commandments on two stone tablets. However, the rest of the laws were given to the people and written down through the hand of Moses. When the voice of God Himself gave the Decalogue, God ordered Moses to go up into the cloud where He was. There he received the judgments which he was to publish to the people (Exodus 19). Later, he again climbed the mountain alone and received the ceremonial laws (Exodus 24). Deut. 6:20: “When your son asks you in time to come: ‘What is the meaning of the testimonies ([image: ]) which the Lord our God has commanded you?’ ” Here the word “testimonies” came to mean the moral Law. Deut. 7:11: “You shall keep the commandments and the statutes and the judgments which I command you this day.” These are also conjoined in the same way in Deut. 8:11; 11:1; 26:17; 30:16; 33:10; etc.

§ 9. Furthermore, Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 30) approves of this division among the divine laws on the basis of the fact that everyone must know the Decalogue or moral Law (Deut. 6:4[–9]).2 But regarding the judicial laws, a special consistory is established at Jerusalem to which people should go if some difficult decision has come up between blood and blood, or case and case, or wound and wound. Yet when He spoke to Malachi about the ceremonial laws, He added ([Mal.] 2:7): “The lips of a priest should guard knowledge, and people should seek the Law from his mouth.” Finally, the facts reveal that one must make such a distinction among the divine laws. Christ teaches and urges the moral Law; yet He refuses3 to set up a division of an inheritance on the basis of the forensic laws of Moses (Luke 12:14). The apostle denies that the Law is abrogated through faith (Rom. 3:31); yet the same apostle forbids one to judge any Christian in questions of food, drink, or festival (Col. 2:16), and he denies that in Christ there is any longer a distinction between Jew and Greek (Gal. 3:28).

** “The rationale for this division can be taken from the very function of the Law, which is to sanction and establish the order by which man is united with his Creator. This occurs, first, by an internal similarity—as in love, righteousness, holiness, and truth—which the moral Law determines, being a kind of source, basis, substance, and norm of all other laws. Second, it occurs by an external expression of those internal virtues using symbols, the norm of which is taught by the second part, which is like an appendix to the First Tablet of the Decalogue or moral Law and which speaks about sacred ceremonies and rituals. Third and finally, it occurs by the exhibition of the duty one owes to his neighbor. The rationale for this is prescribed by the third part, namely, by the forensic law which is like an appendix to the Second Tablet of the Decalogue and which speaks about legal rights and judgments” (Backmeister). **

Here I leave devout minds to reflect upon whether or not the apostle gives a subtle hint about this division among moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws in Rom. 9:4, where he declares that to the Israelites belong “the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship.” Augustine takes “the covenants” to mean the Old and New Testaments since the Old Testament was given to the Israelites, and the New is foreshadowed in the Old. Some think this or that sanctioning of the one covenant of Law is denoted. However, because the ark of the covenant is mentioned in the context, it is not out of order to take “the covenants” by metonymy as referring to the two tablets on which the finger of God wrote the Decalogue; these tablets themselves are also called “the tablets of the covenant and testament” (Deut. [9]:11, 15; Heb. 9:4). “The giving of the law” could be applied specifically to the judicial part of the Law, which established the forum of the Jewish state. “The worship” means specifically the ceremonial law by which God had prescribed the way He wanted His people in the Old Testament to worship Him. (See Schroeder in his Analysis of Romans 9, §§ 40–42.)

Third, division into written and unwritten laws.

§ 10. We shall speak in greater detail about these individual types of divine Law once we have first presented the other divisions of the Law which people have proposed. Third, then, with regard to accidents4 some laws are called “written,” and some, “unwritten.” Justinian says, [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] Instit., De jure naturali, § 7: “There are both written and unwritten laws.” This division can be applied to both divine laws and human laws. The divine Law is either innate and engraved in the minds of people at their creation or is revealed, published, and repeated by God’s voice and is recited in Holy Scripture. Ambrose (De fuga sec.): “The Law is twofold: natural and written. The natural is in the heart; the written, on tablets.” Hence the apostle declares that, though the heathen know nothing for certain of the publishing and repetition of the divine Law, nevertheless what the Law requires has been written in their hearts. Rom. 2:14–15: “When the Gentiles, who have not the Law, do by nature what the Law requires, they are a law to themselves, even though they do not have the Law. They show that what the Law requires is written in their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness.” The Law first implanted in people’s minds is called the law of nature. Notice here that, in uncorrupted nature, the law of nature and the moral Law were the exact same thing, but now that nature is corrupted, a great portion of natural law has become darkened by sin. Only a small portion about external obedience is left in people’s minds. This is the main reason why God Himself gave the solemn publication and repetition of His Law on Mount Sinai.

Fourth, into ecclesiastical and political laws.

§ 11. With respect to their objects, human laws are divided into ecclesiastical and political laws. Ecclesiastical laws are those which are passed by a devout magistracy with the counsel of the church’s ministerium in regard to the conduct of activities for which the public ministry of the church is responsible. These are commonly called “church agendas.” If these human constitutions gain the status of being worship or meritorious or simple necessity, then they become the “traditions of men” by which God is worshiped in vain (Matt. 15:9). On the other hand, if they are established and observed for decency and good order, they apply to the apostolic rule (1 Cor. 14:40): In the church “all things should be done decently and in order.”

Political laws are those which the magistrate who has the power to pass laws establishes concerning a certain order of actions in the political government to preserve the safety of the republic. The apostle Peter commands us to obey these for the Lord’s sake (1 Pet. 2:13); and Paul, for the sake of conscience (Rom. 13:5). Wesenbecius (Parat.) defines this as follows: “A law is a virtuous decree of legitimate authority to preserve the peace of the republic, passed and written to govern its behavior and judgments.”

The division of law into natural, of the nations, and civil.

§ 12. From this it is clear what is to be concluded about the division of law [ius] into natural, of the nations, and civil—the division which both Justinian ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] Instit., tit. de jure naturali, gentium et civili) and his imitator Gratian (Decret., distinct. 1) proposes. Justinian says:


Natural law [ius naturale] is what nature has taught all animals, for that law does not belong only to humankind but also to all the animals which are born in the sky, on land, and in the sea. From it comes the union of male and female, the procreation and rearing of their young. Civil law [ius civile] is distinguished from the law of the nations [ius gentium] in that all people who are governed by laws and customs make use partly of their own law and partly of that which is common to all people. You see, whatever law each nation establishes for itself, that belongs specifically to its own state [civitas] and is called “civil law” because it is the law that belongs specifically to that state. On the other hand, whatever natural reason establishes among all people is something all people observe uniformly. This is called “the law of the nations,” as though everyone observes this law. Moreover, there is also our



(Roman)


law [ius nostrum], which is either written or unwritten. The written law [ius] comes as law [lex], a decree of the people [plebiscitum], a decree of the Senate [senatusconsultum], an imperial decree [principium placita], edicts of magistrates [magistratuum edicta], and judgments of the learned [responsa prudentum]. The law [lex] is what the Roman people established at the behest of the senatorial magistrate (or of the consul).



This is all from Justinian, who uses the word “law” very strictly. Thus he distinguishes the law [lex] not only from the natural law [ius] and the law of the nations but also from the decree of the people [plebiscitum], the decree of the Senate [senatusconsultum], and from other kinds of civil law. He does not take the expression “natural law” to be the law of nature that still remains in the hearts of people after the fall and is part of the moral Law. (He uses the expression “the law of the nations [ius gentium]” for this.) Rather, he means the natural instinct and natural affections [storgas physicas] still left in man after the fall. The distinction of jurists among natural, primeval, and secondary law agrees with this explanation.




1 Chemnitz’s Works 8:613.

2 Chemnitz’s Works 8:613–14.

3 Read recusat instead of recenset.

4 An incidental property of a thing. That which affects something and is outside its essence. I.e., “whiteness” can be an accident of a wall, but it is not of its substance.







CHAPTER IV: THE MORAL LAW SPECIFICALLY







SECTION I: THE NAME “MORAL LAW”

The sum of the moral Law [is] in the Decalogue.

§ 13. The sum of the moral Law is in the Decalogue, which God taught to the Israelites on Mount Sinai amid the blaring trumpets and other marvelous signs (Exod. 19:20). The word “Decalogue” is taken from the passages of Scripture where the moral Law, revealed and repeated on Mount Sinai, is called [image: ] (asereth haddebarim, “the decade of words” or “the Ten Words,” Exod. 34:28; Deut. 4:13; 10:4). Philo has a nice play on words (De decalogo, p. 475): “The men who first gave names to things were wise men. They seemed to have named this rightly ‘a decade’ [δεκάδα], like a box [δεχάδα] that holds and includes all kinds of numbers and computations and arithmetic proportions as well as harmonies and symphonies,” etc. Therefore just as the number ten is the most perfect and all-inclusive, so also the moral Law, which God in His wisdom put into the Ten Commandments, is most perfect. Bede (on Exodus 20): “No number grows larger except up to ten. In this way God established the fullness of the commandments in the fullness of numbers.” Spinaeus writes (De providentia): “Philo noted well that in the Ten Commandments far more is comprehended and taught than all that is contained in the countless volumes about this subject written by philosophers, legislators, and lawyers. In those tomes there is not a word about preserving justice, or about the right way to establish republics, for they contain nothing richer and more learned than those Ten Commandments.” Therefore what Cicero (De orat., bk. 1) says about the Laws of the Twelve Tables1 can be said far more correctly about the moral Law as it is set forth in the ten words of the Decalogue: “The one little booklet of the Twelve Tables surpasses all the libraries of the philosophers in both the weight of its authority and the richness of its utility.” Biel (Sent., 3, distinct. 37, q. 11, art. 6): “All other precepts, divine as well as human, can be traced back to the Decalogue as their foundation, conclusion, or as rationally harmonious with them.”




1 The Twelve Tables, now surviving only in fragments, were the ancient basis for Roman law and the Roman republic.







SECTION II: THE MORAL LAW WAS SET FORTH IN THE CHURCH
EVEN BEFORE MOSES

The moral Law is eternal.

§ 14. However, one must not think that the moral Law began with the solemn publishing of the Decalogue or that it is held enclosed within its narrow confines. Rather, the moral Law was given and revealed to people even before that solemn publishing, immediately at the earliest beginning of the world. In fact, it was inscribed in their hearts at creation, since they were created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27), which consists of true righteousness and holiness (Eph. 4:24). The norm and mirror of this holiness and righteousness are set forth in the Law. Indeed, before the foundations of the world were set, this norm and rule of righteousness existed in God’s mind. The rabbinic scholars, who did not have a clear understanding of the teaching of their ancestors about this subject, converted this into worthless stories. According to Galatinus (Arcan., bk. 17, ch. 1, Advers. Judaeos) and Reuchlin (Cabala, ch. 3), they say, “God’s law was established two thousand years before the creation of the world and was written in dark fiery letters on a background of white fire.” People are commanded to be holy just as God is holy (Lev. 11:44; 1 Pet. 1:15). They are commanded to be merciful as our heavenly Father is merciful (Luke 6:36). They are commanded to be perfect as our heavenly Father is perfect (Matt. 5:48). Therefore surely God is holy, merciful, and perfect. But now, holiness, mercy, and perfection are not accidents in God but are His very essence. Therefore surely as God’s essence is eternal, so also God’s holiness, mercy, and perfection are eternal, and the expression and representation of His holiness, mercy, and perfection are set forth in the Law.

** Pererius (on Romans 2, disp. 6, no. 44):


The Law of Moses was given to no nation other than that of the Israelites and obligated no one else but the Hebrews: (1) because nowhere in the Bible do we read a command to Moses nor to any of the prophets to make known the Jewish Law among the nations in the way the apostles had a mandate to make the Gospel known; (2) because David says that God announced His just decrees and judgments only to Israel and not to other nations (Ps. 147[:19–20]); and (3) because circumcision applied only to the Jews, and the obligation of the Law of Moses lay in circumcision (Gal. 5[:3]).



On the contrary: (1) Surely the natural ideas [notitias naturales] inherent in the Gentiles in the first creation accorded with the Decalogue, and from this those ideas are called “the work of the Law.” The Decalogue is the public declaration of those ideas. Therefore those whom natural ideas bind, the Decalogue also binds. (2) The law about loving God and one’s neighbor also binds the Gentiles. But the sum of the Law of Moses consists in love. (3) Those in whom the transgression of a law is punished are themselves bound by that law. The transgression of the moral law is punished in the heathen (Romans 1; Leviticus 18; Ephesians 6). (4) Laws which used to bind only the Hebrew nation have no place in the New Testament. Yet the moral Law does have a place in the New Testament, for there it is repeated, explained, and taught. (5) Even the heathen whose minds are not utterly wicked retain what is contrary to what they abhor. However, even the heathen abhor the crimes forbidden in the Law of Moses (1 Cor. 5:1). Therefore even the heathen retain the opposite virtues along with their norms. As regards the arguments of Pererius, one must distinguish between the public exercise of a ministry and the prophetic office of the teachers of the church. The former pertained only to the Israelites; however, the latter is universal because when the prophets censured the sins of the heathen, they had no other norm except the Law of Moses (Isa. 34:16; Ezek. 22:10; Amos 2:7). Second, there is a distinction between the moral laws and the ceremonial and forensic laws. The former bind everyone, but the latter do not. Third, there are even some ceremonial matters in the moral Law which applied only to the Jews. Luther’s statements should be understood in the same way. **

The doing of the moral Law before Moses.

§ 15. Furthermore, in order to show clearly that the doctrine of the Law resounded in the church of God even before Moses and its solemn propagation on Mount Sinai, it is good to note how the individual commandments were revealed and repeated by the voice of God either immediately to the holy prophets or to God’s people through the patriarchs. We know well that the primeval law about not eating the fruit of the forbidden tree was given to our first parents (Gen. 2:17). Tertullian argues beautifully that it was the mother of all commandments (Adversus Judaeos, not far from the beginning, p. 133). He says:


At the beginning of the world, God gave Adam and Eve the law not to eat of the fruit of the tree planted in the middle of Paradise; if they disobeyed, they would die. This law would have been enough for them, had they kept it. Indeed, we can see all the commandments hidden in this law given to Adam. Afterward, they sprouted forth and were given through Moses, namely: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul, and your neighbor as yourself.” Also: “You shall not kill. You shall not commit adultery. You shall not steal. You shall not bear false witness. Honor your father and mother. You shall not covet what is another’s.” So the primordial law was given to Adam and Eve in Paradise as the mother and source of all the commandments of God. In the end, had they loved the Lord their God, they would not have acted against His command. Had they loved their neighbor—that is, had they loved themselves—they would not have believed the argument of the serpent. Thus they would not have committed murder against themselves by cutting themselves off from immortality and acting against God’s commandment. They also would have refrained from theft and would not have secretly tasted of the fruit of the tree, nor would they have tried to hide themselves in the woods from the sight of the Lord our God. They would not have become partners with the devil by believing his falsehood when he said that they would be like God. Thus they would not have offended God, their Father, who had formed them out of the dust of the earth as if from their mother’s womb. If they had not coveted what belonged to another, they would not have tasted the forbidden fruit. Therefore we can see that all the commandments of the later Law were specifically seated in this general, primordial law of God, which God ordained to be observed in regard to the fruit of the tree. Moreover, we also acknowledge that these commandments were published in their own, proper times.



Those are Tertullian’s words, who adds a bit later:


I contend that, before the Law of Moses was written on stone tablets, there was an unwritten law which our fathers knew and observed, etc. We understand that the Law of God existed even before Moses. It did not exist first on Horeb or on Sinai or in the wilderness, but was even older, existing first in the Garden of Eden. Later, it was reshaped for the patriarchs, and thus also for the Jews at certain times. The result is that we no longer focus our minds on the Law of Moses as if it were the principal law, but as a subsequent law which God revealed to the nations at a certain time and which He promised again and reshaped for the better through the prophets.



Of the First Commandment.

§ 16. The First Commandment forbids having other gods. It commands us to fear the true God above all things, to love Him, to trust in Him, and to obey Him. Now, when our first parents were prohibited from eating of the forbidden tree, they were by that very command required to fear and love the God who commanded this above all things. Furthermore, they were not to allow themselves to be moved away from obedience to this commandment by any allure. The gargantuan audacity in the case of the builders of the tower of Babel was severely punished in the confusion of tongues and their dispersal over the face of all the earth, and this warns people not to fight against God nor to make an idol of themselves and of their own pursuits, but rather to give all glory to God in true humility of heart (Gen. 11:9). When God commanded Abram “Walk before Me and be blameless” (Gen. 17:1), He thereby commanded Abram to love, venerate, and worship Him with all his heart and to arrange his entire life according to God’s will. For He is all-seeing, and His eyes are brighter than the sun. God even adds the promise: “I am God Almighty, El Shaddai.” That is: “Those who fear and worship Me will lack no good thing.” Gen. 15:1: “I am your shield and your very great reward.” When Abraham followed God’s commands and prepared to sacrifice his only son Isaac, God thereby showed him that he must love and obey God above all things (Gen. 22:3). Jacob commanded all his household who were with him to put away the foreign gods, and then hid those idols beneath an oak near Shechem (Gen. 35:2, 4). What else did he thereby institute other than the practice of the First Commandment about not worshiping idols?

Of the Second Commandment.

§ 17. The Second Commandment forbids profaning God’s name and prescribes calling upon it. The doing of this commandment always flourished among the patriarchs. In Gen. 4:26, when the Cainites had profaned the hallowing of God’s name, Enosh “began to call upon the name of the Lord.” In Gen. 12:7[–8] Abraham first built an altar to Jehovah Himself at Shechem, and then between the villages of Bethel and Ai, “and there he called upon the name of the Lord.” That is, Abraham built an altar in honor of the true God, and near it he preached, sacrificed, poured out his prayers, and proclaimed his prophecies about the coming Messiah to his hearers. Melchizedek, king of Salem, met Abraham returning from battle with a blessing. Gen. 14:20: “Blessed be God Most High, because He has delivered your enemies into your hand.” In this way he showed that people were to bless the Lord’s name not only because of all His spiritual benefits but also because of His temporal benefits. In Gen. 14:22 Abraham “raised his hand to Jehovah, God Most High, Possessor of heaven and earth.” Here he reveals that one should swear only through God’s name. The households of Abraham and of the other patriarchs later observed this custom of taking an oath, as is revealed from the example of Eleazar (Gen. 24:3, etc.) and of Jacob (Gen. 31:53). In the third place, Abraham planted a grove near the well of Beersheba and “called there on the name of the Lord, the everlasting God” (Gen. 21:33). Isaac followed this example of his father and also “built an altar there and called upon the name of the Lord” (Gen. 26:25). In connection with reverence for the Second Commandment, there is the vow by which Jacob bound himself to the true God (Gen. 28:20). Fearing Esau’s savagery and stuck in dire straits, he turned to earnest prayers, and with these he commended himself and all his household to God (Gen. 32:9). Thus he teaches that in each and every calamity we should call upon the true God alone.

Of the Third Commandment.

§ 18. The Third Commandment, about keeping the Sabbath holy, is clearly sanctioned by God’s Word in Gen. 2:3: “God blessed the seventh day and made it holy.” That is, He purified it for divine worship and ordained it to be kept holy by hearing and meditating on the divine Word, by the use of the Sacraments, by ardent prayer, and by similar practices of piety. The tree of the knowledge of good and evil was like an altar and temple for our first parents, in which to render the worship due to God. In connection with this are the sacrifices of the fathers: those of Cain and Abel (Gen. 4:3–4), of Noah (Gen. 8:20), of Abraham (Gen. 22:13), etc. These were types of the one and only truly propitiatory sacrifice which Christ would offer on the altar of the cross. Offered in faith, they were part of the divine worship sanctioned by the Third Commandment. One should not imagine that the patriarchs thought up their sacrifices solely by the dictates of reason without a specific word of God. You see, besides the fact that the history of the church of all times bears witness that self-chosen acts of worship [ἐθελoθρησκείας] have never pleased God, the Epistle to the Hebrews (11:4) clearly teaches: “By faith Abel sacrificed.” But now, the correlate and object of faith is the Word of God (Rom. 10:17), and human reason does not grasp any analogous relation between the sacrifice of animals and the spiritual nature of God. Therefore the practice of sacrificing began not by the deduction of reason but from God’s command in His revealed Word. Furthermore, they followed the command and revelation of Him who always connects an external visible sign of grace to His word and before whom “obeying is better than sacrifice” (1 Sam. 15:22). Gen. 4:26: “At the time of Enosh men began to call upon the name of the Lord.” This is not to say that until then Adam, Eve, Abel, Seth, etc., made no use of prayers, but that the public ministry of teaching which had been weakened and hindered by the Cainite persecutions was restored at about that time. (See Luther’s commentary on this passage.)1 Gen. 5:22: “Enoch walked with God.” That is, he was the outstanding prophet and preacher of that period, and he burned for the work of the Lord with a singular zeal beyond that of others. He fought against the ungodly idolatry of the Cainites; he explained the promise of the woman’s Seed and fostered the hope of eternal life. The Epistle of Jude (v. 14) gives this interpretation of this clause. In Gen. 6:3, among the causes of the flood is included contempt for the ministry: “Men are flesh.” That is, people actually show that they do not want God’s Spirit to rule them. They do the lusts of the flesh without concern; they are unwilling to have the heralds of righteousness and instruments of the Holy Spirit reproach their sins. Therefore “My Spirit shall no longer contend with them,” etc. This contempt for the ministry was a very serious sin against the Third Commandment. Therefore God avenged it with the most serious of punishments.

Furthermore, whenever it says that the patriarchs built altars at which they invoked the name of the true God—as did Abraham (Gen. 12:7–8; 13:4; 21:33), Isaac (Gen. 26:25), and Jacob (Gen. 33:20; 35:7)—there an observance of the Third Commandment is being described, since they built those altars that they might approach them, teach the heavenly doctrine, offer sacrifices, give prayers and supplications, explain prophecies about the Messiah, and thank God for His benefits. In regard to Joseph, we read that in the land of Egypt “he instructed his princes and taught his elders wisdom” (Ps. 105:22). That is, he instructed the nobles of his kingdom in true religion and taught the Egyptians the heavenly wisdom from God’s Word.

Of the Fourth Commandment.

§ 19. The Fourth Commandment, about honoring one’s parents, is stated rather vaguely in Gen. 2:24: “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and cleave to his wife.” You see, the honor owed to parents is not removed by marriage, but only degrees are established. In Gen. 6:2, amid the causes of the flood is also listed that “the sons of God saw that the daughters of man were attractive; and they took as their wives any they chose.” That is, in the selection of wives, they did not follow the advice of their parents but the impetus of blind passion. Verse 4: “There were also giants on the earth in those days,” that is, tyrants, so called from their proclivity for attacking. They would violently sweep over and oppress the weaker and poorer people even though, according to the mandate of the Fourth Commandment, they should have been “gentle fathers of the peoples.” In Gen. 9:25, because of the shameless eyes and disparaging tongue of Ham, Noah cursed his son Canaan. On the other hand, because of the reverence that Shem and Japheth showed their father, they received the reward of a blessing. On the basis of this, Chrysostom and Theodoret, in their commentaries on this passage, conclude correctly that God in His first creation engraved upon nature itself the law of honoring one’s parents. In Gen. 16:6, when the disobedient maid Hagar fled her mistress’s authority, the angel of the Lord brought her back and commanded her to humble herself under the hand of her mistress. In Gen. 18:19, God Himself commends strongly to Abraham the task of bringing up his family in the “admonition of the Lord” [Eph. 6:4]: “For I know that he will command his children and his household after him to keep the way of Jehovah, to do righteousness and judgment,” which is easily the chief part of the parental duty that is due their children. In Genesis 24, Rebecca married Isaac with the consent of the parents of both parties, which just as much belongs to the honoring of parents. The example of Isaac was followed by Jacob (Gen. 28:2); therefore both Ishmael and Esau were passed by, and he partook of the blessing. Joseph showed his obedience to his father (Gen. [37]:13). After various storms of calamities, he finally reached the harbor of happiness and of royal majesty with God’s guidance.

Of the Fifth Commandment.

§ 20. The Fifth Commandment, about not killing, is repeated by God’s clear voice in the story of Cain. Gen. 4:10: “The blood” (or, as it is in Hebrew, “the voice of the bloods”) “of your brother is crying to Me from the ground.” After all, not even the tiniest drop of unjustly shed blood is forgotten by God. He Himself sees it and inquires into it. That is why God proscribed Cain and struck him with the thunderbolt of a curse. Furthermore, note that not only does God rebuke Cain after the murder was committed, but Cain also heard (v. 6): “Why are you angry, and why has your face fallen?” Therefore God Himself shows the true explanation of the Fifth Commandment, that not only outward homicide but also inner hatred and the flames of anger and jealousies are forbidden in it, just as Christ says (Matt. 5:22): “Whoever says to his brother: ‘Raca, fool,’ shall be liable to the judgment.” In Gen. 9:5 the voice of God Himself establishes capital punishment for murder: “For your blood I will surely require a reckoning. From the hand of all animals I will require it and from the hand of man. From the hand of every man’s brother I will require the soul of man.” Therefore God does not want a relative or stranger or any person to kill another. Verse 6: “Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man will his blood be shed.” That is, the shedding will be done by a lawful magistrate to whom the sword has been committed. Therefore the Targum Onkelos provides the following paraphrase: “Whoever sheds the blood of man with witnesses, his blood will be shed as a result of the judges’ sentence.” In Gen. 13:7–8, after an argument had arisen between the shepherds of Abraham’s flock and the shepherds of Lot’s flock, Abraham told Lot: “Let there be no strife between you and me and between your herdsmen and my herdsmen, for we are brothers.” This teaches that by the law of love we are all brothers. Consequently, we should drive all strife away from ourselves. In Genesis 14, the example of Abraham shows that lawful wars, especially those by which an inflicted injustice is vindicated and a just defense is required, do not conflict with the Fifth Commandment. The war of Abraham was lawful; this is proved by its successful outcome, the blessing of Melchizedek, and the statement of God Himself (Isa. 41:2). In Gen. 18:24 Abraham intercedes for the people of Sodom. He showed a genuine love for them and especially for his stepbrother Lot. Thus the sense of the Fifth Commandment orders us to consider our neighbor’s ill fortune to be our own. In Gen. 32:3 Jacob earnestly searches out every path to reconciliation with Esau and gives up something of his own rights. The envy of his brothers who sold Joseph (Gen. [37]:28) is ultimately punished very seriously when, touched by the consciousness of that early crime, they say: “Truly we sinned against our brother, for we saw the distress of his soul when he begged us, and we did not listen. That is why this distress has come upon us” (Gen. 42:21). On the other hand, Joseph forgives with a peaceful heart whatever sins they had committed against him. This fraternal forgiveness is the primary virtue of the Fifth Commandment. He says, “Fear not, for am I in the place of God?” (Gen. 50:19). “Because God, as a father, grants forgiveness of sins, it is inappropriate for me to harbor undying anger.”

Of the Sixth Commandment.

§ 21. The Sixth Commandment, which prohibits adultery and promiscuous lusts, was sanctioned by God’s Word in Eden itself. Gen. 2:24: “Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and cleave to his wife, and they shall become one flesh.” According to the law of marriage, Christ testifies that not only promiscuous lusts and adultery but also polygamy and rash divorce are forbidden (Matt. 19:6). On the other hand, the apostle bears witness that the same law commands genuine and serious love in marriage (Eph. 5:30–31). In Gen. 6:2 unrestrained lusts are listed among the causes of the flood: “The sons of God saw that the daughters of man were attractive, and they took as their wives any they chose.” This teaches the sort of interpretation of the Sixth Commandment that not only the outward act of fornication but also the unlawful lust of the eyes is forbidden in it (1 John 2:16). Thus Christ says (Matt. 5:28): “Everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already fornicated with her in his heart.” Therefore the sons of the patriarchs, whom Moses calls “the sons of God,” sinned against the Sixth Commandment in many ways. They indulged the lust of their eyes; they denied the hope of the promised Seed; they sought their wives from the women of the Cainites as they saw in them the fleeting beauty of form rather than true piety. Moreover, they married them without the consent of their parents. Those whom they joined to themselves on one day because of the blind impetus of lust were rejected on the next day. Also, because Venus grows cold without Ceres and Bacchus, they roused the flames of lust with feasts, debauchery, and musical instruments2 (as Christ testifies, Matt. 24:38). God eventually avenged these sins with the punishment of a horrible flood. In Gen. 12:17, Pharaoh is stricken with great plagues because of Abraham’s wife, Sarah, who had been carried off into Pharaoh’s house. In this way God revealed Himself as the defender of marriage and of the Sixth Commandment. In Gen. 19:11 the Sodomites are “punished with blindnesses”—that is, both of body and mind—because of their terrible lusts. In v. 24 they are completely destroyed by fire and brimstone rained down from heaven. In v. 33 drunkenness misleads Lot to become incestuous with his daughters, and thus he became his own son-in-law, father-in-law, father, husband, and grandfather, contrary to the law of nature. In Gen. 20:7 divine judgment pronounces death upon King Abimelech if he will not return Abraham’s wife, Sarah. By this action God shows that no one is exempted from obedience to the Sixth Commandment by the level of his office and, consequently, that the Persian law which allows the king to marry whomever he will is wicked and opposed to the law of nature. In Gen. 34:2 Dinah is taken immorally and loses her virginity. This sin of fornication the sons of Jacob call “folly” (v. 7)—that is, ungodliness and filth—for Scripture calls the ungodly “fools.” The wickedness of the rapist Shechem was punished with the sword (v. 26). In Gen. 35:22 the unchastity of Reuben is mentioned, and because of it he was rightly deprived of his position as the firstborn son (Gen. 49:[4]; 1 Chron. 5:1). In Gen. 38:8, Onan is commanded to marry his brother’s widow and to raise up children for his brother. This shows that many ideas sanctioned by the Law of Moses were in use before the Law. For instance, the rule about this matter is given by a special law in Deut. 25:5. However, because Onan sinned against the Sixth Commandment with his utterly filthy crime, the Lord killed him ([Gen. 38:]10). He was taken from the land of the living, surely by an unusual death. In v. [24] Judah condemns Tamar to death for adultery, even though she was pregnant as a result of her fornicating intercourse, since she had been promised to his son Shelah. From this it is clear that this law about capital punishment for adultery was in use even before Moses. In Gen. 39:8 Joseph rejects the advances of the adulterous woman. Later he is promoted to a royal throne of office, which confirms that God rewards chastity.

Of the Seventh Commandment.

§ 22. The Seventh Commandment, about not stealing, was likewise promulgated before Moses. In Gen. 2:15, while still in his state of perfection, Adam is commanded to take care of Eden and work in it. In Gen. 3:19 he is commanded to eat his bread by the sweat of his face. Therefore God commands the labors of one’s vocation, opposes sloth, and imposes sweat as punishment after the fall. In Gen. 6:11, among the causes of the flood is listed also the fact that “the earth was filled with iniquity.” The word [image: ] properly signifies violence and overt injustice. Therefore this shows that pillage, theft, and robbery were commonplace for those antediluvian workers of violence, yet what they had taken unjustly was ultimately swallowed in the waters of the flood. Genesis 18 and 19 speak of the hospitality of Abraham and Lot through which, though unaware, they welcomed the angels—nay, God Himself (cf. Heb. 13:1[–2]). Because Laban lied to Jacob and cheated him of his wages ten times, God took away Laban’s flock and gave it to Jacob (Gen. 31:7, 9).

Of the Eighth Commandment.

§ 23. The Eighth Commandment, about avoiding lies and loving the truth, likewise was not only engraved naturally on the minds of people but also was repeated orally by the voice of God. When God asked Cain about his brother and he answered falsely that he did not know, God immediately chastised him for lying (Gen. 4:[10]). In Gen. 12:13 and 20:2 Abraham conceals the fact that Sarah is his wife and exposes Sarah’s chastity to great danger. Had God not averted that peril, Abraham would have implicated himself in very serious evils. In Gen. 29:25 Jacob sternly rebukes Laban’s lie when he substituted Leah in place of Rachel. Jacob’s sons lied that a beast had mangled their brother Joseph (Gen. 37:[31–33]). In the end they suffered the tragic pangs and torment of their conscience (Gen. 42:21).

Of the Ninth and Tenth Commandments.

§ 24. The Ninth and Tenth Commandments, about not coveting [de non concupiscendo], are declared by the voice of God Himself in such a way that they censure the inner depravity of our nature and the very root of sin, namely, corrupt concupiscence [concupiscentia]. Through the concupiscence of her eyes Eve was hurled into the pit of all evils. Gen. 3:6: “She saw that the tree was good for food and that it was a delight to the eyes and that the tree was to be desired to make one wise. Therefore she took of its fruit and ate.” That is, even the eye of her mind was corrupted because of the corrupt vision of her eyes as the devil outwardly questioned Eve with deceitful words, but inwardly he wounded her mind with the poisoned darts of corrupt concupiscence. Thus the ancients interpret the prophetic statement (Jer. 9:21): “Death broke in through the windows” and made an assault on the citadel of reason. God addressed Cain about the sin resting or “crouching” before his doors (Gen. 4:7). This was nothing else but the hidden evil of depraved concupiscence clinging tenaciously and deeply to human nature after the fall; this must be resisted through the Spirit, and its desires must be put to death. In Gen. 6:5 God complains not only about people’s outward and more serious crimes but also accuses the source thereof, namely, the corruption of their nature: “Every intention of the thoughts of their heart was only evil every day,” that is, “As a well keeps its water fresh, so the corrupted flesh of man continually renews its wickedness” (Jer. 6:7), unless that flesh is regenerated, reformed, and ruled by the Spirit of God. In Genesis 17 circumcision is instituted on that part of the body onto which the evil of corrupt lust especially thrusts itself in order to show that such evil is propagated through carnal begetting and that the lust of the flesh must be continually cut off by spiritual circumcision. In Gen. 19:26 Lot’s wife looks back because of her absurd concern for temporal things and her desire for burning Sodom and is turned into a pillar of salt. Our Savior bids us to remember her in Luke 17:32. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 10, ch. 8): “She is set before us as a spice, that our heart not be occupied with an illicit concupiscence for worldly things.”




1 Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:327–30 (WA 42:241–43).

2 In ancient Roman mythology, Venus was the goddess of love, lust, sex, and fertility. Ceres was the goddess of agriculture, grain, and fertility. Bacchus was the god of wine, ecstasy, drunkenness, and revelry. In Gerhard’s era, these names were often used as personifications for the activities or qualities they represented.







SECTION III: THE REASONS FOR THE SOLEMN PROMULGATION OR REPETITION

The solemn repetition of the moral Law.

§ 25. Based on this study, it is quite apparent that knowledge of the divine Law was not only naturally inherent in people’s minds but also was, before Moses, repeated frequently by God’s voice both immediately and through the patriarchs. In fact, the rewards given to the obedient and the punishments called down upon the transgressors of the Law are an obvious sign of the divine judgment by which God revealed that He is the author and defender of His Law. Even so, it pleased divine Wisdom to establish the solemn, public promulgation of the Law on Mount Sinai and to give it to the people of Israel amid the blare of trumpets and roll of thunder after they had been led out of Egypt. This promulgation of the Law is described in Exodus 19 and 20. This solemn proclamation and sanctioning of the promulgated Law, memorable to all posterity, occurred in the year of the world 2454 (according to the computation of Funccius, Chronolog., p. 32, and others), that is, the third month, the fiftieth day after the exodus of the Israelites (Exod. 19:1). That was also the 430th year after the promise was given to Abraham, and the year 1516 before the birth of Christ.

The reasons the Law was given.

§ 26. The more significant reasons why that solemn promulgation and repetition of the Law occurred are these: (1) Because through sin the knowledge of the Law given to the minds of men in the first creation was erased and dimmed. In fact, that full and perfect light of knowledge was part of the divine image. Therefore when man lost the image of God through the fall, that light of natural knowledge was also extinguished so that barely a tiny remnant and trace remains. Eph. 5:8: “For once you were darkness.” Natural knowledge is aware that the more serious outward sins are forbidden by the Law. But it does not understand that the inner corruption of our nature and the first impulses of concupiscence are sin. Therefore God wanted to restore, so to speak, the full and genuine meaning of the Law and to repair the defectiveness of our natural light by that solemn publication of the Law. Ambrose (on Romans 5): “Because the seeds of justice were, in a way, grafted into our very nature, the Law was added so that by its authority and tutelage the character of our nature would move toward producing the fruit of justice. For just as the power of birth fails unless it has nourishment to foster growth, so also the natural quality of justice does not advance easily but sickens and falls prey to the sins which overtake it unless it has something to look to and revere.”

** Ambrose again (Letter 71): “Because the privilege of natural Law was corrupted and banished through disobedience, the written testimony of the Law is necessary so that man might have a part of the whole he had lost; by learning, he, to whom it had perished, should at least know what he had received by birth and keep it.” Augustine (on Psalm 139): “Because the sinner had forgotten himself and did not see himself [as such], the Law was given to him that he might discern himself.” Augustine again (on Psalm 57, q. 2): “The written Law was given not because it had not been written on your heart, but because you were a runaway from your heart.” QQ. V. et N. T. (q. 4): “When the natural Law disappeared and the habit of sinning became ingrained, it then became necessary for the Law to be made manifest—not because it had been totally erased but because they lacked its great authority. They grew eager for idolatry, the fear of God was not on earth, fornication was being practiced, there was coveting of one’s neighbor’s property,” etc. **

(2) The second reason is that among the Canaanites and other peoples many depraved practices had been accepted into their bad behavior and had been confirmed by long custom. The people considered these as the law of nature. Therefore it had to be made manifest by the public repetition of the moral Law so that natural ideas would be congruent with the eternal rule of righteousness, which is in God. It also had to be shown that the norm of God-pleasing righteousness is not what pleases corrupt reason nor is it the example of the heathen. Rather, it is the Commandments of the living God. Lev. 18:3–4: “You shall not do according to the work of the land of Egypt nor according to the work of the land of Canaan. You shall not walk in their statutes. You shall do My judgments and observe My statutes.” Augustine (QQ. V. et N. T., q. 4):


When the natural law disappeared because the habit of sinning became ingrained, it then became necessary for the Law to be made manifest that all might hear it among the Jews. This was not because it had been totally erased but because they lacked its great authority. They grew eager for idolatry, the fear of God was not on earth, fornication was being practiced, there was coveting of one’s neighbor’s property. Therefore the Law had to be given so that the things they already knew might become authoritative and so that what had begun to disappear might become plain.



Sedulius (commentary on Romans 3): “One learns what sin is through the Law, for the law of nature had been forgotten.”

(3) It is because a large crop of corrupt inclinations clings to human nature, which has been corrupted and depraved so wretchedly by sin. By their assault, as if by a whirlwind, we are too often caught up and thrown headlong into very serious sins. As a result, God wanted a public testimony to exist that the natural knowledge of the Law has been engrafted divinely into our minds, so that the mind may be fortified thereby in its resistance against those corrupt inclinations. In this way also one has a greater respect for the conscience. Rom. 7:23: “I see in my members another law at war with the law of my mind.”

(4) It is because people do not recognize the inner filthiness of their nature but are fascinated by their admiration of outward discipline and “try to establish their own righteousness before God” (Rom. 10:3). Therefore the solemn publication of the Law was to show God’s judgment against sin “so that every mouth may be stopped, and the whole world be made accountable before God” (Rom. 3:19), and so that we, acknowledging our wretchedness, may hurry to Christ, the true Physician of the soul.

Those are the more important reasons for that solemn publication; the other reasons coincide with them.





SECTION IV: THE MANNER OF THE PROMULGATION

What preceded the solemn promulgation.

§ 27. With regard to that proclamation, we must consider two points: first, the manner of the promulgation; and, second, the tablets on which the finger of God wrote and which God gave Moses in that promulgation. That we might consider in greater depth the manner of proclamation, we must chiefly note what preceded it (τὰ πρoηγoύμενα). God Himself sends us back to consider this in the Decalogue when He says at the outset: “I am your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt” [Exod. 20:2]. Therefore [the following] preceded that promulgation of the Decalogue: the long slavery of the Israelites in Egypt, the ten horrifying plagues with which God struck the Egyptians. (There is a certain book in vol. 9 of the works of Augustine, not far from the end, and Sermon 95 de temp. in vol. 10 comparing these plagues with the Ten Commandments like wounds with their remedies.) Also: the miraculous and astounding exodus out of Egypt by God’s strong hand and outstretched arm; the separating of the Red Sea, providing a crossing for the children of Israel; the column of smoke and fire as their guide along the way; the drowning of Pharaoh and his entire army when they pursued them into the Red Sea; the sweetening of the waters at Marah; the miraculous supply of quail; the quick destruction of those who murmured; the falling of manna like dew; water brought from the rock; the glorious victory won over the Amalekites. God wanted these many great wonders to stir up the hearts of the Israelites to receive the teaching of the Ten Commandments. The memory of their former slavery and their current freedom ought to have stirred them up to love so beneficent a Lawgiver. Memory of the plagues against the Egyptians, the drowning of Pharaoh, and the destruction of the complainers should have struck them with fear, lest they set themselves against the divine commands.

The circumstances during the promulgation of the Decalogue.

§ 28. Furthermore, we must consider the circumstances which occurred during the promulgation of the Decalogue. There is a careful and accurate description of them in Exodus 19 and 20. The people are ordered to sanctify themselves for three days before it, to abstain from conjugal intercourse, and to wash their clothes. On the third day, Moses led the people out to the foot of Mount Sinai, on which they were commanded not to lay a hand under threat of death. From the top of the mountain they heard thunder and a very powerful blast of the trumpet. They saw lightning and very thick clouds above the mountain. The mountain itself seemed to smoke entirely because Jehovah had descended upon it in fire. Consequently, the whole mountain quaked greatly, as did all who were present, in great fear and terror. Moses alone went to the summit of the mountain and held converse with God. God spoke to him in return in a voice which was so loud that the 600,000 people standing at the foot of the mountain could hear it. Josephus (Antiq. Judaic., bk. 3, ch. 4) reports: “Mount Sinai is the highest of all mountains of that region, and because of its great height and precipitous crags, it tires both those who climb it and even those who gaze upon it.” Therefore it was a great and shocking miracle that so great a crowd of people who occupied the complete area at the foot of the mountain could clearly hear God’s voice when He spoke. Not only was God’s voice loud but also terrifying, as He recited the Ten Commandments. Consequently, the frightened people moved far back and said to Moses: “Let not God speak to us, lest we die. You speak to us, and we will obey” [Exod. 20:19]. Also pertaining to this consideration of the circumstances is the fact that God Himself recited the Ten Commandments before all the people, but the rest of the judicial and ceremonial laws He gave to Moses under the cover of the cloud to be given to the people (Deut. 5:22ff.). Josephus (loc. cit.) describes the circumstances of the promulgation of the Law as follows:


In accord with the prophet’s command, the Hebrews had broken camp and now came up to the foot of the mountain, hoping in their minds for something good, as the prophet had promised that he would bring them back from God. Meanwhile, as they waited for their leader, they celebrated their feast days, preserving their chastity both over against others and also from their wives for three days, just as they had been commanded, and addressing God with their zealous prayers, etc. Meanwhile, they were enjoying quite rich foods and were wearing very beautiful clothes, as were their wives and children. In this way they spent two days in feasting. Now, as the third day dawned, first an unusual cloud hung on high above the entire encampment of the Hebrews, covering the tents, which stretched over a broad area. A bright calm held the rest of the sky all around. Then storms boiled up with a violent downpour. Simultaneously, lightning with constant flashes began to frighten the people. The thunder and lightning indicated that Moses had met favorably with God, according to his wish. When the Hebrews saw the unusual storm and had the terrible noise beat against their ears, they were terrified beyond measure. The strangeness of the situation frightened them, and the report spread about how God visited the mountain frequently. Sad, they therefore kept to their tents, thinking that something had happened as regards Moses’ safety.



This description of Josephus seems not to accord with Moses’ in every respect, for the cloud that Josephus says hung over the entire camp Moses places only above the mountain (Exod. 19:16). What Josephus adds about the more sumptuous food and clothing does not seem to make sense in the wilderness; besides, what sumptuous food could they have had at hand when shortly before they had complained bitterly about the scarcity of their food and drink?

§ 29. However, let us return to Moses’ description. (1) The people were ordered to sanctify themselves for two days, to wash their clothing, to abstain from conjugal intercourse, and, finally, on the third day to await the promulgation of the Law. The sanctification required a pious and devout preparation for listening to the Law inasmuch as their external sanctification was the symbol of their internal sanctification. Three days were allotted for this sanctification either because the number three is sacred to the Trinity or, as some Scholastics believe, because they indicated the three faculties of the soul which were to be sanctified. The external washing of clothing was the symbol of an inner washing away of sins. Respectable dress suggested the solemnity of the feast. The command about abstinence from marital1 intercourse was also supposed to arouse a greater reverence and attention in the minds of the Israelites, just as the apostle advises spouses who intend to pray and fast more zealously to abstain temporarily from intercourse (1 Cor. 7:5).

(2) On the third day, Jehovah, the true God, descended onto Mount Sinai before the eyes of all the people. He descended not by changing His place but by showing His presence with external signs. He is the author and promulgator of His own Law. The same God who originally engrafted the knowledge of the Law onto people’s minds solemnly and publicly repeated His Law on Mount Sinai. In Num. 12:6 God says that He “reveals His Word to the prophets in a vision or in a dream or through the secret inspiration” of the Holy Spirit. However, when He published the Ten Commandments, He employed none of these methods. Instead, He Himself recited them with His own voice before all the people.

(3) In the promulgation of the Law, God also used the ministry of the angels. Acts 7:53: “You received the Law by the disposition of angels.” Gal. 3:19: “The Law was put in place by angels.” However, in this action the angels were not authors but messengers, witnesses, and assistants. Not only were angels present on Mount Horeb, but also the trumpet fanfare was sounded by an angel. Therefore just as the ministry of angels and trumpet calls were used in that promulgation of the Law, so also on the Last Day, when the prosecution of the Law will commence, “the Lord Himself will descend from heaven with a cry of command, with the archangel’s call, and with the sound of the trumpet of God” (1 Thess. 4:16).

(4) The mediator in that activity was Moses. Gal. 3:19: “The Law was put in place by angels in the hand of a mediator.” How Moses carried out this responsibility is described in Exod. 19:3: “Moses went up to God, and Jehovah called him from the mountain, saying, ‘Thus you shall say to the house of Jacob,’ ” etc. Verses 7–8: “So Moses came and called the elders of the people and set before them all these words. Moses reported the words of the people to Jehovah.” Verse 14: “He went down and sanctified the people.” Verse 17: “Moses brought the people out of the camp to the mountain to meet God.” Exod. 20:19: “The people said to Moses: ‘You speak to us, and we will obey, but let not God speak to us, lest we die.’ ” Verse 21: “The people stood afar off while Moses drew near to the darkness, where God was.” Exod. 24:12: “Jehovah said to Moses: ‘Come up to Me on the mountain and wait there, and I will give you tablets of stone with the Law and the commandment which I have written to teach them.’” Deut. 5:4–5: Moses told the people: “ ‘Jehovah spoke with you face-to-face at the mountain out of the midst of the fire, while I stood between Jehovah and you at that time to declare to you the word of Jehovah, for you were afraid because of the face of Jehovah, and you did not go up into the mountain.’ ” Therefore Moses was the mediator in this act first by declaring the promulgation of the Law, by reporting the people’s promise to God, by sanctifying the people, by taking them to meet God, by climbing the mountain and receiving the tablets of the Law, by reporting the ceremonial and judicial laws from the mouth of God, etc.


** The efficient cause2 of the divine Law is either principal or administering. The former is God Himself (Exod. 19:9; 20:1; James 4:12; Deut. 5:22). The administering cause is either inferior or superior. The angels are the superior administering cause (Acts 7:53; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 2:2), not as authors but as messengers, servants, executors in the promulgation of the Law; for the preposition δι [“through”] appears twice, in διαταγείς and in δι’ ἁγγέλων, which is a very clear indication of ministry and instrumentality. The inferior administering cause is Moses (John 1:18). Gal. 3:19: “The Law was put in place by angels in the hand of a mediator.” Athanasius, Chrysostom, and some modern authors take the mediator to mean Christ Himself, but Epiphanius, Theodoret, and Luther take it more correctly to refer to Moses, the mediator of the Old Testament, since he was the intermediary trustee between God and the Israelites with regard to announcing [God’s Law] (Deut. 5:5, 27). The expression “in the hand” is a formula of speaking which generally means work and ministry such that this messenger, being inferior to the angels, received from them the laws and brought them down to the Jews. The very account of the promulgation of the Law shows that Moses is meant here (Deut. 5:5, 27; Exod. 32:15; 34:29). (Backmeister)



The question arises: “Why was the Law not repeated before then?” We respond. Because [God] did not will it. We can adduce two reasons for His will: first, because God, especially after the fall, generally advances from the imperfect toward the more perfect. For instance, first He promised the Messiah, and then later He revealed the Messiah in types, and, finally, He revealed Him in the flesh. In the same way He first gave the law of nature, then His Word without writing, and, finally, the same Word written down clearly. Second, because the perfected Law was destined for the people who would be born of the seed of Abraham, but they were not a people nor free before that time to have their own laws. **

(5) Why were the thunder, lightning, blare of trumpet, fire, smoke, torches, etc., used in the promulgation? This is explained by Moses in Exod. 20:20: “God has come to test you, that the fear of Him may be before you, that you may not sin.” “The Law works wrath in this corrupt nature” (Rom. 4:15). Those frightening and terrifying signs were used to signify this. The old law was “the law of fear,” and the Scholastics call the new law “the law of love.” The comparison of Pentecost in the Old and New Testaments is related to this, as Ps. 68:8ff. shows. Chemnitz (Harm., ch. 51, p. 288): “In the Old Testament, the promulgation of the Law was so terrible that the people could not climb up the mountain. Instead, they shouted: ‘We cannot bear to hear His voice’ [Exod. 20:19]. But in the New Testament, when Christ explains the Law and adds His own fulfillment of it, or when the Gospel uses the ministry of the Law and adds its own mitigation [ἐπιείκειαν] to it, then the crowds ascend the very mountain where Christ explains the Law and marvel at the efficacy of His teaching.” Some take that blare of the trumpet as the thunder imitating the noise of the horn with its continuous roar. To this they relate what the apostle writes about the last trumpet (1 Cor. 15:52; 1 Thess. 4:16). However, since Moses distinctly mentions thunder and its noise and also reports that the sound of the horn became louder and louder, it is better to take this noise literally, which occurred by the ministry of angels. The Jews propose the silly tale that this noise was made on a horn taken from the ram that was once sacrificed in Isaac’s place. In Exod. 19:13 we read: “When the trumpet begins to sound, then they shall come up upon the mountain.” This seems to contradict what was said earlier, when they were forbidden to come up onto the mountain and, in fact, were even commanded to refrain from touching it. Therefore some people take this as a synecdoche here, that is, “they shall come up to the mountain,” meaning “to the foot of the mountain.” The rabbinic scholar Salomon explains this as follows: “There was a way of elongating the blare, and that was the sign that God was leaving the mountain. Because of this, they were given the power to hurry over the boundaries which had been established and to climb up the mountain.” However, on the basis of the text itself, a very simple explanation can be found. “When the trumpet sounds a long blast, they shall come up to the mountain ([image: ]),” but not “onto the mountain.” Therefore we would concede some sort of approaching to the mountain as the sound of the trumpet was extended. Mystically this means that, when the voice of the Gospel, spread and lengthened, sounds forth into the whole world, we have a closer approach to God.

(6) Fire appeared on the very top of the mountain, in which Jehovah came down (Exod. 19:18). God spoke with the Israelites from the midst of it (Deut. 5:4). This appears to conflict in some way with the fact that God says that He will come in the thickness of the cloud (Exod. 19:9) and that Moses, it says, “drew near to the thick darkness where God was” (Exod. 20:21). It must be said, then, that in the middle of that thick and dark cloud was the fire, a symbol of the divine presence. From its midst it says that God spoke (Exod. 24:16–17). Bede (on Exodus 24): “The Law was given on a mountain so that, from the height of that place, we might conclude how lofty or how hidden from human teachings is the Law that Moses received.” The smoke is the destruction of the wicked who rebel against the Law, while the quaking of the mountain denotes the trembling of the conscience. That thick, dark cloud on the mountain was a type of the ministry of the Old Testament, in which God hid in shadowy wrappings the mystery of salvation by Christ. It can also be a general reminder that in this life “we see through a mirror dimly” (1 Cor. 13:12). God wraps Himself in the cloud of the Word and Sacraments. The fire signified that God is a consuming fire (Deut. 4:24; Heb. 12:29). “He who destroys what opposes Him with avenging flames remains the only rule of righteousness” (cf. Deut. 4:36). That fire is called “great.” Its purity and splendor shaded partly the great perfection and sanctity of God and partly His zeal, for it is described as a “smoking fire” which kindles the mountain, causes lightning, and throws people into terror. At Pentecost in the New Testament, however, fire appears without smoke, since the wrath of God has been removed through Christ’s sacrifice. That fire sharpened the tongues of the apostles to penetrate people’s hearts with the preaching of the Gospel (Acts 2:3). This fire illumines hearts, fires them with a love for God, inflames spirits with zeal, cleanses them from the impurities of sin, frees them from their inborn hardness, and prepares them to scatter the rays of good works. Here I leave pious minds to consider whether or not that column of fire and smoke leading the Israelites through the wilderness was a permanent reminder of this promulgation of the Law when God had likewise appeared in cloud and fire.

(7) Finally, the people were forbidden to touch the mountain, much less climb it. Exod. 19:12–13: “And you shall set bounds for the people round about the mountain, saying to them: ‘Take heed that you do not go up onto the mountain nor touch the border of it. Whoever touches the mountain will be put to death.’” (What a great punishment such rashness incurs!) “‘No hand of man shall touch him, but he shall be stoned or pierced through by javelins at a distance. Whether beast or man, he shall not live.’” Verse 21: “Warn the people” (that is, “forbid them gravely”), “lest they desire to cross the borders to look, and many of them perish.” This prohibition was also designed to stir up reverence in the minds of the Israelites and, on the other hand, to repress their rashness. However, we should be content in this life with the limits of Scripture, lest we follow the lead of blind reason and try to break into the inner sanctuary of the divine Majesty. That would be a case of leaping over the fences [τὰ ἐσκαμμένα πηδᾷν] and going beyond the prescribed limits.

The things that followed.

§ 30. In regard to the manner of the promulgation, there remains yet to be considered the things that followed [τὰ έπόμενα]. Certain miraculous occurrences followed the promulgation of the Law, as, for instance, the fact that Moses climbed the mountain again and stayed on it for forty days and forty nights without eating food or drinking water (Exod. 24:18; Deut. 9:9); the fact that God led the children of Israel around in the wilderness for forty whole years to test them and to learn what was in their hearts, as to whether or not they wanted to observe His commandments (Deut. [8]:2); that their clothing did not wear out that entire time, their shoes did not fall apart with age, nor did their feet swell with their constant travels (v. 4); and that the Israelites finally were led into the Promised Land which flowed with milk and honey (v. 7). With each and every one of these things, God wanted to give a witness to His people of His goodness, power, and majesty and to invite them to observe His Law.




1 Read maritali with Cotta instead of materiali.

2 That which brings about an effect.







SECTION V: THE TABLETS OF THE DECALOGUE

The tablets of the Decalogue are called the work of God.

§ 31. Now that we have explained the manner of the promulgation, let us direct our attention to the tablets on which the Decalogue was inscribed. (I) With respect to their efficient cause, these tablets were [image: ] (“the doing, or work, of God”). Hence we understand that God Himself formed those tablets in a miraculous way, for clearly not only the writing but also the making of those tablets is attributed to God. Exod. 32:16: “And the tablets were the work of God, and the writing was the writing of God, graven upon the tablets.” But when Moses came down from the mountain, he became enraged because of the idolatry of the people, hurled the tablets from his hands, and broke them at the base of the mountain (v. 19). Therefore Moses was commanded to carve out two other tablets similar to the first ones on which God had written the words of the Law (Exod. 34:1). Augustine (Quaestiones on Exodus, bk. 2, q. 144) writes that this breaking of the tablets was a figure of the repetition of the New Testament, because the Old had to be abolished and the New given. [Augustine again] (q. 166):


Here the great question arises as to how those tablets which Moses was going to make, as God certainly foreknew, are not called the work of man but the work of God, and are said to have been written not by man but by the finger of God. But those later tablets which would endure for so long and be in the tabernacle and temple of God at His command were carved and written by man. Perhaps, in the case of those first tablets, the grace of God and not the work of a man was signified. They became unworthy of that grace when they returned to Egypt in their hearts and made the idol. As a result they were deprived of that benefit, and therefore Moses broke the tablets. On the other hand, the later tablets signified those who boast about their own works. Therefore those tablets, carved by human effort and written by human effort, were given to stay with them and signify that they would boast in their own works instead of in the finger of God, that is, the Spirit of God, etc. In those first tablets the Old Testament is signified, because God gave the command there, but man did not do it. In the case of the second tablets, man carved out the tablets and wrote on them with God’s help, because the love of the New Testament did the Law.



The tablets were of stone.

§ 32. (II) With respect to their material they are called: “tablets of stone” (Exod. 24:12; 31:18; etc.). The words [image: ] mean “tablets of stones”; [image: ] (“tablet”) comes from “smoothness.” F.rster believes that [image: ] [“stone”] comes from the root [image: ] (“he built”) because various buildings are constructed of stone. The rabbinic scholars say that they were made of sapphire. The Gloss. interlin. reads: “The Law was written on stone tablets because the strong must keep it with steadfast intent. When examples of these are set down for us to imitate, the Law is being shown as if written in stone.” More properly this denotes the severity and perpetuity of the divine Law carved on stone tablets. Matt. 5:18: “Until heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the Law until all is accomplished.” This also denotes the stubbornness of the human heart, which by nature is like stone (Ezek. 36:26). In connection with this, Joshua, when he repeated the Law in the presence of the children of Israel, put up a large stone under an oak which was in the sanctuary of the Lord and told all the people: “Behold, this stone shall be a witness against us, for it has heard all the words of Jehovah which He spoke with us” (Josh. 24:26–27). Surely Joshua intended to remind them of the stone tablets on which the Law of the Lord had been written. In 2 Cor. 3:3, Paul, with an elegant contrast of opposites, calls the regenerate “a letter from Christ, written not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on fleshy tablets of the heart.” That is, the Spirit of God writes the Law in the hearts of the regenerate and gives the power to do those things that are prescribed in the letter of the Law. Without this Spirit of God, the Law and those tablets of stone remain a dead letter and, in fact, a killing letter. Consequently, the apostle ([2 Cor. 3:]7) calls it “the ministration of death, carved in letters on stones.” Those stone tablets of the Law will not grant us salvation and life. (In fact, the weakness and corruption of our flesh hinder perfect obedience.) Therefore we must by true faith come to the blessed Stone in the church, to the precious Stone which God has placed in Zion (Isa. 28:16; Dan. 2:45; 1 Pet. 2:4; etc.).

They were written by the finger of God.

§ 33. (III) With respect to their form, it says that these tablets were written by the finger of God (Exod. 31:18; Deut. 9:10). Thus there is the clear addition in Exod. 32:16: “The tablets were the work of God, and the writing was the writing of God, graven upon the tablets.” Moses uses the words [image: ] (“wrote”) and [image: ] (“engraved”). The latter word is found nowhere else in all of Scripture. In 2 Cor. 3:7 the apostle very beautifully calls the Law ἐντετυπωμένην [“imprinted”], as if to say that its letters were pressed down and impressed upon the tablets.

But could God, who is incorporeal, write with a finger? We respond. (1) The characters of the letters were shaped on those tablets by God Himself in a heavenly and indescribable way.

** They were “written by the finger of God,” that is, by the effort of God, by God Himself, not by man or angel. The “finger of God” means God’s omnipotence (Exod. 8:19; Luke 11:20). Therefore the meaning is that the Law was engraved on two tablets by the immediate working of God without the ministry of angels, because God’s saying is doing (Ps. 115:3; 33:9). **

(2) In the fullness of time, the Son of God was going to assume a true human nature, and it is in this respect that Scripture attributes a finger to God. During the promulgation of the Decalogue, God is speaking about God; that is, the Son is speaking about the Father (Exod. 19:10–11; 34:5–6). (3) The finger of God is the Holy Spirit, as is understood from a comparison of Matt. 12:27 with Luke 11:20. That means that God’s Law must be inscribed upon our hearts through the preaching of the Gospel by the Holy Spirit (Jer. 31:33), that we may begin to show a spontaneous obedience to God and His Law. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 16, ch. 43):


The Law was given on the fiftieth day after the celebration of the Passover by immolating a lamb. This surely is a type of Christ, prophesying that through His sacrificial suffering He would pass over from this world to His Father. In fact, pascha in Hebrew means “passing over,” so that even back then the new testament was being revealed; for afterward Christ, our Passover, was sacrificed, and on the fiftieth day the Holy Spirit came down from heaven, who is called “the finger of God” in the Gospel because He reminds one of things done previously by types, and because those tablets of the Law are said to have been written by the finger of God.



“On both sides.”

§ 34. (IV) Also related to the form of these tablets is the fact that they are said to have been written [image: ] (“on both their sides,” as Pagninus renders it, or, according to Förster, “on the two faces or sides”). This is explained more clearly in Exod. 32:15: [image: ] (“on the one side and on the other they were written”).


** Some of the Hebrews propose that the words were written only on the one side but that they could also be read on the other side by some miracle. Others claim that the same words were written on both sides so that God’s Commandments were on both sides. Word for word the Hebrew reads: “And the tablets were written on both their surfaces. They were written here and there.” The Vulgate has: “They were written on both sides.” Therefore the tablets of the Decalogue were written on both sides and were filled with the Scripture of the Ten Commandments. (Fagius, [commentary on] Exodus 32) **



The rabbinic scholar Salomon says: “There was just one writing, which nevertheless was legible without any difference on the one side as well as on the other. This is a miracle because a letter shaped on the one side in the right way will appear reversed on the opposite side.” Lyra remarks that we can dispense with such a miracle and say that “the letters were doubled so that the Commandments were carved on the one side and on the other side similarly.” Münster translates: “Those tablets were written on their two faces.” The word [image: ] properly means “a going across,” from which perhaps comes the German über. Therefore that the tablets are said to have been written on both their “goings across” must be taken either distributively, that the writing was on both sides of each tablet, or collectively, that the writing of one tablet corresponded in the opposite to the writing of the second tablet. However, the prior interpretation seems to come closer to the text.

The two tablets.

§ 35. (V) With respect to their number, there were [image: ] (“two tablets”), for the most wise Lawgiver was pleased to give the Commandments not on one but on two distinct tablets because there are distinct commandments about love for God and for neighbor. That is why Christ calls this the “first and the second commandment,” but Moses calls it the “first and second tablet.” Matt. 22:37–39: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart. This is the greatest and first commandment. And the second is like it: you shall love your neighbor as yourself.” Clearly this is because the commandments of the First Tablet speak about love for God, and those of the Second Tablet, about love for one’s neighbor. Lyra explains the number of the two tablets in such a way that through it is indicated the intellect and the emotional state [affectus] of man, in which the new Law is written through faith and love by the work of the Holy Spirit. Nor would it be absurd to say that the tablets of the Law signify that in His Law God requires of us an inner holiness of soul and body and an exterior obedience. Bede (on Exodus 20) writes: “The Law was written on two tablets because of the two Testaments, or because of the love for God and for one’s neighbor.” We shall speak later [§§ 38–52] about which commandments and how many are to be assigned to each tablet.

They are called the “tablets of the testimony” and “of the covenant.”

§ 36. (VI) With respect to their end purpose, the tablets of the Decalogue are called [image: ] (“the tablets of the testimony,” Exod. 31:18; 32:15; 34:29; etc.). This is because the voice of the Law testifies about the will of God, the judgment of God against sin, and the benefits of God shown to the people of Israel. Deut. 4:7[–8]: “For what great nation is there that has gods so near to it as Jehovah our God is to us? And what greater nation is there that has statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law that I set before you this day?”

Also, they are called [image: ] them were written the words of the covenant which God made with His people (Exod. 34:28). The solemn consecration of this is described in Exod. 24:6ff. There Moses read the book of the covenant in the hearing of the people. After they had given their promise of obedience, he sprinkled them with the blood of the sacrifices; half of this blood he had sprinkled on the altar, and he said, “Behold, the blood of the covenant which Jehovah has made with you upon all these words” [v. 8].

What happened to them in the end.

§ 37. (VII) Finally, with respect to their duration, one should consider what happened to these tablets in the end and how long they were preserved. By order of God Himself, they were first stored in the ark of the covenant (Exod. 40:20; Deut. 10:5; a description of the ark is found in Exod. 25:10ff.). Later they, in and with the ark, were brought into the tabernacle (Exod. 40:21). When Solomon’s temple was built, the ark and the tablets of the covenant preserved therein were transferred to the inner part of the temple called “the Holy of Holies” (1 Kings 8:6). Verse 9 expressly states that the tablets of the covenant were still preserved in the ark at that time, and this is repeated in 2 Chron. 5:10. Therefore the tablets of the Decalogue were still preserved in the temple of Solomon along with the ark. The rabbinic scholars say that the tablets were not in the second temple built by Zerubbabel, which is called [image: ] (“the latter house,” Hag. 2:9). This is discussed in the Talmudic work called Massecheth Yoma, where we read: “There were five things in the first temple which were not in the second temple: the ark, the Urim and Thummim, the heavenly fire, the presence of the divinity which they call [image: ], and the Holy Spirit.” David Kimchi and Salomon Jarchi say the same in their scholia on Haggai 2. Be advised, though, that they interpret “Holy Spirit” here to mean the prophetic spirit which ceased after Malachi, for the Holy Spirit otherwise is always present in the church. Josephus (Antiq. Judaic., bk. 3, ch. 9) writes about the Urim and Thummim (he himself calls them the “Essena”) that they ceased to exist two hundred years before he produced his history, namely, because God had become angry over the transgression of His laws. Now, Josephus was born in the first year of the rule of Gaius Caesar [Caligula], in AD 39,1 the year of the world 4001. By this reckoning, the Urim and Thummim would also have been in the second temple. However, here the trustworthiness of Josephus seems to vacillate, for, in addition to the fact that Kimchi and Salomon testify otherwise, as we have mentioned, it is reported in the book of Hananeel, called Gorionidi (ch. 5, fol. 17, col. 4), that Jaddus, the priest of the Hebrews—the one who received Alexander of Macedon—was asked to consult that light and learn from it the outcome of the Persian War. He responded in these words: “From the day when that house was carried off into Babylon, the Urim and Thummim were hidden away from it.” (See the very learned Drusius, Observat., bk. 15, ch. 13, p. 355.) Josephus ben Gorion writes about the ark and says that it was hidden by Jeremiah in a cave on Mount Nebo, where Moses had once viewed “the possession of God,” that is, the Holy Land. All of this is in harmony with what we read in 2 Maccabees 2:4[–8]:


It was also noted in that writing (in the book of the annals of Jeremiah) that the prophet, in obedience to a revelation, gave orders that the tabernacle of the Lord and the ark should accompany him, and he went away to the mountain which Moses climbed and saw God’s inheritance. And Jeremiah came and found the place of the cave, and he took inside the tabernacle and the ark and the altar of incense and blocked up the door. Some of those who were following him came to mark the place for themselves, but they could not find it. When Jeremiah found out about this, he faulted them and said that the place would remain unknown until God would gather together the gathering of His people. Then the Lord would reveal those things.



However, such figments of the imagination must be left to the Jews, for neither in the true and genuine writings of Jeremiah nor in Ezra do we find anything like that. Jeremiah was detained in prison until the destruction of the city (Jer. 38:28); therefore he could not have carried off and hidden the ark while the city and temple were still standing. Furthermore, the priests would not have permitted it. When the Chaldeans took the city, they burned the temple after plundering all its precious treasures, both gold and silver (2 Kings 25:9, 13, 15; Jer. 52:19). Who would believe that they would have spared the ark, which was completely covered with gold? Even if the ark had been discovered again after the return of the Israelites from the Babylonian captivity, as this falsely named “prophecy” claims, why do the rabbinic scholars deny its survival in the second temple? It is frivolity when Bellarmine (De verb. Dei, bk. 1, ch. 15) claims that this prophecy refers to the conversion of the Jews that will occur shortly before the end of the world. He should listen to the true prophecy of the genuine Jeremiah (3:16): “And when you have multiplied and increased in the land” (that is, when Christ’s church will have multiplied), “in those days, says the Lord, they will no more say, ‘The ark of the covenant is with us.’ It will not come to mind nor be remembered nor be made again nor be repaired nor will there ever be such an ark.” Because Lyra cannot remove these difficulties in his commentary on 2 Maccabees 2, he correctly admits that many count that book very apocryphal. In the New Testament, we have God, the true mercy seat, and by His Spirit the Law of God is written in the hearts of believers. Therefore it was by God’s will that the typological mercy seat was destroyed, that the stone tablets were destroyed, and that the ark of the antiquated covenant was destroyed. When the body came, the shadows ceased [cf. Col. 2:17].




1 He is now considered to have been born in AD 37/38. See Edith Mary Smallwood and Tessa Rajak, “Josephus (Flavius Iosephus),” in Oxford Classical Dictionary, 3rd ed., rev. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 798–99.







SECTION VI: WHAT COMMANDMENTS BELONG TO WHICH TABLET

§ 38. Therefore, since the most wise Lawgiver was pleased to inscribe the commandments of His Law on not one but on two distinct tablets, let us go on to consider which and how many commandments were inscribed on each tablet. It is sure and beyond even a shadow of a doubt that no more and no less than ten commandments were engraved on those tablets by God’s hand. That is why they are called the “Ten Words” or the “Ten Statements” (Exod. 34:28, etc.). Thus it is not foolish that some describe the Law as the wisdom of God comprehended in ten words. It is also certain and beyond dispute that both tablets of the Decalogue in themselves have been described as “holders” and “keepers” [δoχεῖoν καὶ ταμιεῖoν]. However, as to what and how many commandments were put on each tablet, the opinions of both the fathers and modern writers vary. To the First Tablet some assign five, some four, and others only three commandments.

Josephus assigns five commandments to the First Tablet. Antiq. Jud. (bk. 3, ch. 4): “Moses held forth two tablets containing ten commandments, five on each.” He adds (ibid., ch. 6): “There were two and a half commandments on each ‘page,’ that is, on each side of each tablet.” The same opinion is found in Philo’s book De decalogo (p. 477): “Because they are ten, they are divided into groups of five” (commandments) “inscribed on two tablets. The first had the first five; the second, the latter five.” On Exodus 32 Lyra says: “Josephus and Philo follow the Hebrew scholars,” and he also proposes that manner of division there. Furthermore, as Irenaeus (bk. 2, ch. 42, p. 142) considers what is involved in the number five, he says clearly: “Each tablet which Moses received from God had five commandments.” In this he follows the tradition of the Jews, as Gallasius correctly points out (Annot.). However, by this reckoning, the commandment about honoring one’s parents will be assigned to the First Tablet, even though it pertains to love for one’s neighbor and thus to the Second Tablet, as Christ showed clearly when He said (Matt. 22:[37]–39): “The first commandment is: You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, etc.; and the second is like it: You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” What Moses calls the “First Tablet” is what Christ calls the “first commandment” about the love of God. From this we conclude that Christ teaches that on the First Tablet were written those commandments in which we deal directly with God. What Moses calls the “Second Tablet” is what Christ calls the “second commandment” about love for one’s neighbor. From this we conclude that on the second tablet were placed those commandments in which we deal directly with our neighbor. Additionally, the blessed apostle writes in Eph. 6:2 that the commandment about honoring parents is the first one in promise. This must necessarily mean that the commandment about honoring parents is the first one on the Second Tablet, seeing as the commandments of the First Tablet clearly had this promise added to them: “I am God, showing mercy to a thousand generations of those who love Me” [Exod. 20:5–6], etc.

§ 39. Therefore there is agreement among most Christian writers that the commandments about loving God should be assigned to the First Tablet, and the commandments about loving one’s neighbor, to the Second. One can also conclude even from this how wretchedly extinguished had become the lamp of doctrine among the Jews even in small matters (says the very learned and incomparable theologian Chemnitz, Loc., de lege, ch. 7, p. 73).1 Some modern writers heedlessly add to Josephus and Philo those fathers who want the commandment about the Sabbath to be the Fourth. Although they are in agreement with Josephus and Philo in this respect, they by no means assign five commandments to the First Tablet, and in this they clearly differ from the rabbinic scholars. And why should they not differ? The foundations of the division, where the First Tablet is assigned only those commandments about love for God and the Second is assigned only those about love for one’s neighbor, are very clear in the New Testament, and this division has the greatest usage. The apostles say that it is better to obey God rather than men (Acts 5:29). Christ says that a man “cannot be My disciple” if he does not hate father, wife, children, and even his own soul (Luke 14:26). Theological rules are constructed from these statements: Obedience to the First Tablet nullifies obedience to the Second when one cannot obey both at the same time. The first mandate is greater than the second. Obedience to the Second Tablet has no place without obedience to the First. In other words, God is not pleased with any kind of external obedience shown to the commandments of the Second Tablet without inner worship, without the true knowledge, fear, and love of God which are required in the First Tablet. These rules are not understood, nor do they have a place anymore, if the commandment about honoring parents is assigned to the First Tablet.

Whether the preface to the Decalogue establishes a separate commandment.

§ 40. Those who say that the First Tablet should have four commandments can be placed in two groups. The first is of those who consider the preface to be the First Commandment: “I am the Lord your God,” etc. [Exod. 20:2]. For them the commandment about not having other gods is the Second; not taking the name of the Lord in vain is the Third; hallowing the Sabbath is the Fourth. This is the division that Philo accepts (Antiq. Bibl., fol. 12), for there he lists the Decalogue as follows: “I am the Lord your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt. You shall not make for yourself a graven image nor any likeness of anything that is in heaven above nor that is in the water under the earth. I, the Lord your God, am a jealous God,” etc. “You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain. Preserve the Sabbath Day,” etc. For Philo these are four commandments. He asserts that the one that forbids other and graven gods is the Second. Moreover, note that Philo’s opinion cited here is not that he assigns only these four commandments to the First Tablet (which is what Christians do who accept this division), for he really attributes five commandments to the First Tablet, as do the rest of the Jews, as shown above [§ 38]; rather, [his opinion is] that he counts the preface of the Decalogue as a separate commandment. Athanasius (Synopsis script., vol. 2, ed. Commel., p. 67) seems to follow Philo on this point: “This book” (Exodus) “includes these Ten Commandments written in stone: the First, ‘I am the Lord your God’; the Second, ‘You shall not make for yourself any image or likeness’; the Third, ‘You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain’; the Fourth, ‘Remember the Sabbath Day.’ ” This same distinction was used in the time of Cyril [of Alexandria], as is apparent from Contra Julian. (bk. 5), where Julian speaks as follows: “Let us write for him the words of the individual commandments which Moses says God Himself wrote: ‘I am the Lord your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt.’ The second after this is: ‘You shall have no other gods before Me. You shall not make an image for yourselves, etc. You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain.’ ” Although these are the words of Julian, Cyril does not expressly reject this distinction. That enumeration is also followed by Jerome (on Hosea 10) and Hesychius (on Leviticus 26) (says Thomas, [ST,] 1.2., q. 100). Of modern writers, this division is accepted by Peter Martyr (Loc. comm., class. 2, ch. 17, fol. 376):


I think both of these statements refer to the same commandment—that we must have no other gods and that we must not make any image. Moreover, I think that the First Commandment, which is set before the rest as an introduction, is: “I am the Lord your God, who has brought you out of the land of Egypt.” For these words sanctioned the idea that we should consider Him as the true God. Furthermore, that we not think that we should worship Him along with other gods, He immediately adds the Second Commandment, which forbids us to worship other gods, graven as well as images.



Sohnius (Disp. de primo et secundo praecepto, in Opus thesium, fol. 167) follows Martyr: “In the First Commandment, He affirms that He is the God of the Israelites, that is, that He revealed Himself to that people and that He must be acknowledged and considered as the true God. The Second Commandment forbids the making as well as the worshiping of other gods, that is, idolatry.”

§ 41. Burgensis (Addition. ad Lyram, Exodus 20) disapproves of this enumeration of the divine Commandments:


There are two things to note on this topic. The first is that the full sense of the letter agrees with the well-known opinion of our teachers (who do not consider the preface of the Decalogue as a separate commandment). Second, the reasons of the Hebrews who declare the opposite have no weight. The first is clear, for when it says, “I am the Lord your God,” etc., there is set no commanding or imperative word. Rather, these are only declarative statements with which God tells the people that He who is speaking is the God who brought them out of captivity. There is nothing in this to give them a command, as is quite obvious to anyone who studies this. But in the other commandments of the Decalogue there are clear words of command as well as prohibition. The second point is also clear, for the Hebrews give two reasons. One is that to keep all the divine commands one must presuppose that he believes without a doubt that He who was commanding or speaking was his God. Such believing, or faith, was the strongest way of obligating them to keep His Commandments. Aben Ezra gives this explanation in his Glossa. Others claim that when it says “I am the Lord your God,” there is an affirmative command that the God who is speaking should be considered by them as God, so that they would be bound to obey His Commandments. They say that this commandment must necessarily come before all other commandments. They clarify this with the comparison of a king who cannot establish laws in a new province before he is accepted as king. This is the explanation of the rabbinic scholar Moses Gerundensis in his Glossa. However, these explanations



(Burgensis says)


are inconclusive, for the children of Israel believed in God before they came to receive the Law. Thus there was no need for them to be given an express commandment, for it is the presupposition of the commandments of the Decalogue that, of Himself [per se], He is known to him who has faith. Likewise, the children of Israel obviously had accepted the yoke of obedience. Therefore there was no need for another general acceptance to obey the Commandments.



Although these responses of Burgensis are rather feeble, since the Commandments were given about things which are known to some extent from the law of nature, nevertheless he does argue correctly that the introduction to the Decalogue cannot satisfactorily be understood as a separate commandment. This is because: (1) It is an indicative speech rather than imperative; it properly shows who is doing the commanding but not what He is commanding. (2) A little later another commandment would have to be established when He says, “I, the Lord, am a jealous God” [Exod. 20:5], etc.

Whether the commandment about graven images should be separated from the First.

§ 42. The second group of those who assign four commandments to the First Tablet make the First Commandment be about not having other gods; the Second, about graven images; the Third, about profaning the holy name; and the Fourth, about the Sabbath. There are many sources for this enumeration: The Chaldaic interpretation of Exodus 20. Josephus (Antiq., bk. 3, ch. 4): “The First Commandment is that there is one God and that we must worship Him alone. Second, we must not worship the likeness of any animal.” Origen (on Exodus, bk. 3, homily 8): “The First Commandment is ‘You shall not have any other gods beside Me.’ The Second is ‘You shall not make for yourself an idol nor any image.’” Nazianzen (Carm.), Jerome and Ambrose (on Ephesians 6), Chrysostom (on Matthew, homily 49, vol. 2, fol. 110). The author of QQ. V. et N. T. (which we find in the works of Augustine, vol. 4; but Erasmus thinks that they do not belong to Augustine) (q. 7): “You shall have no other gods beside Me—this is the First Word. The Second adds: ‘You shall not make any likeness of things in heaven above or on earth below.’” Sulpicius Severus (Hist., bk. 1), Zonaras (Histor. Byzant., vol. 1).

Of modern writers, almost all who embrace the doctrine of Calvin approve this enumeration of the divine Commandments: Calvin (Instit., bk. 2, ch. 8, sects. 13ff.), Catech. Heidelb. (q. 93), Zacharias Ursinus (Explic. catech., part 3, p. 684), Chassanion (Loci, bk. 1, ch. 20, § 2), etc. However, at the same time note that some Calvinists accept this division in such a way that they do not completely condemn the other, of which we will speak a little later [§§ 43–44]. Calvin writes (Instit., bk. 2, ch. 8, sect. 12): “It is not bad to devote one’s interest to learning the division of the Commandments, provided that you remember that this is a matter where everyone ought to have his free judgment. Because of this, people should not fight about it contentiously with a lack of harmony.” Zacharias Ursinus (Catech., p. 686): “As long as the doctrine and meaning of the Decalogue about the true God and the true worship of God are soundly kept, one should not fight bitterly over the numbering of the commandments.” Musculus (Loci, p. 43): “I know that it does your pursuit of godliness little good if you number God’s Commandments correctly but guard and keep them poorly. I would have registered no disapproval if they were given to the people without any division, provided that any mutilation of them is rejected.”

These writers follow the moderation of the fathers. Thus Jerome (on Ephesians 6) says that the Second Commandment is about not making idols, yet elsewhere he acknowledges that the commandment about profaning God’s name is the Second Commandment. Origen (commentary on Exodus) says that some conjoin the commandments about not having other gods and about graven images. Bede (on Exodus 20) explains the distinction by which the commandment about graven images is conjoined with the First Commandment, and then he adds: “The commandments can also be divided in a different way, so that the First is: ‘You shall not have other gods’; the Second: ‘You shall not make for yourself a graven image.’”

On the other hand, some of the Calvinists hold the opinion that the commandment about graven images is the Second and is separate from the First—and hold this opinion so tenaciously that they accuse those who think differently of some kind of sacrilege. Thus Gentillet (Apol. pro Christ. Gall., ch. De imag.) calls the omission of this commandment “a nefarious sacrilege and terrible crime.” The Anhalt theologians (Apol. contra quosd. nobiles, fol. 28) refer Christ’s statement to this: “Whoever breaks one of the least commandments will be called the least in the kingdom of heaven.” The neo-Marburgers call this a combining together [redintegrationem] of the Decalogue, and they threaten (Resp. suo Apolog., fols. 111, 112, 143) the terrifying sentence of the final judgment upon those who disagree with their side, “because such people horrifically contradict the mouth of the Most High, teach a mutilated and incomplete Decalogue, mislead the church, and provoke the Holy One of Israel. They shall be received no more gently than the unfaithful servant of Matthew 25.” What one should think about this we shall tell a little later [§§ 45–51], after we have first explained the enumeration of the Decalogue which has been accepted in our churches.

Three commandments belong to the First Tablet, and the command about graven images belongs to the First Commandment.

§ 43. Three commandments belong to the First Tablet, and the commandment about graven images is related to the First Commandment about not having other gods. Seven commandments belong to the Second Tablet, and the commandment about not being covetous is divided into two separate commandments. This is the common practice in almost all the churches that sincerely embrace the Augsburg Confession and Luther’s catechism. This division was not recently thought up by Luther and introduced into the church; it, too, was asserted in antiquity. (Wolfgang Musculus’s words are false in his Loci, under the title De divisione decalogi, p. 42: “None of the ancients proposed the division by which three commandments are assigned to the First Tablet and seven to the Second.”) Clement of Alexandria (Στρωματ., bk. 6, fol. 140 in the Latin edition, fol. 290 in the Greek):


The First Commandment of the Decalogue shows that there is only one God, omnipotent, who took His people out of Egypt through the wilderness into their own homeland in order that they might understand His power as best they could through His divine works. Furthermore, they should abstain from idolatry of that which is finite, placing all their hope in God, who is God in truth. The Second Saying meant that they should not use or apply His great and venerable power, which is His name, to things that are born or inanimate. The Third Saying is that which indicates that the world was created by God, who gave us the seventh day to rest.



Augustine (Confess., bk. 3, 8): “Men live badly against the three and seven, that ‘psaltery of ten strings’ [cf. Ps. 33:2], Your Ten Commandments, O God, most high, most sweet.” Quaest. 71 on Exodus: “It seems more fitting to me to take them as the three and the seven; for the former, which pertain to God, seem to insinuate the Trinity when one examines them carefully. Also, when it says, “You shall have no other gods,” this is explained more completely when images are forbidden to be worshiped,” etc. (He repeats the same thing in Letter 119 ad Januarium; Contra Faust., bk. 15, ch. 7; De decem chordis, chs. 5–6.; commentary on Psalm 32; sermons 95 and 148 de temp.) Augustine is followed by Bede (commentary on Exodus 20 and on Romans, etc.). Bernard (Serm. sup. Salve Regina, 4, col. 1361): “The First Commandment is: ‘You shall worship your Lord, and Him only shall you serve.’ The next is: ‘You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain.’ ” (Others who number in this same way are the Gloss. ordinaria; Lyra; Cardinal Hugh [of St. Cher], on Exodus 20; Lombard, Sent., bk. 3, dist. 37; and many modern writers.)

** The same division of ours has the approval of [Peter] Martyr (Loc. comm., class. 2, ch. 14, sect. 3), Oecolampadius (De confessione auric., f. 116), Hemmingius (Enchir., class. 2, locus de lege, qq. 4 and 8; and in his Catech., p. 26), Szegedinus (Loci, p. 50). Our theologians list and explain the words about not making graven images to be worshiped in their explanation of the First Commandment (as can be seen in Luther, vol. 3 of the Jena edition [1560], fol. 38b, Wider die himmlischen Propheten; also in Die Auslegung über die zehn Gebote, vol. 4 [1560], f. 500b;2 Brenz, Catech., p. 473; Chemnitz, Loci, part 2, fols. 40, 43, and 46;3 Hemmingius, Enchirid., p. 152; Hunnius, Catech., p. 52; Pflacher, p. 290). **

Why there is a fight for this division.

§ 44. Before we go on to our opponents’ arguments with which they attack this division and set down our supports for it, we must note carefully the following hypotheses: (1) The establishment of an ordinal number in the commandments of the Decalogue is of itself and by its nature an adiaphoron. It is certain that there are ten commandments, that is, the cardinal number of the commandments is certain; but nowhere did Moses add which one is the Second and which is the Third Commandment. (2) Therefore it is a sin against Christian liberty when our adversaries foist as necessary their enumeration by which the commandment about graven images is made the Second. (3) It is also a very serious sin against Christian love and unity when well-established churches are disturbed by an untimely battle over this division. (4) Our adversaries, who contend that the commandment about graven images is the Second, believe that images themselves are utterly forbidden, and not just their worship and veneration; they work hard to push their false interpretation on the church in the same effort. (5) Attributing a mutilation of the Decalogue to Luther’s catechism, they try to eliminate his catechism from the church by secret schemes. These cases are quite pressing, and, because of them, that enumeration of the commandments of the Decalogue is nowhere accepted in our churches.

The arguments of those who contend that the commandment about graven images should be separated from the First: First, because they differ in meaning.

§ 45. Now that we have stated these things in advance, let us listen to Ursinus, who sets down the more powerful arguments of the adherents of his confession in this matter. As we respond to those arguments, we shall at the same time make clear the foundations for our division.

(I) [They argue:] The commandments are distinct and are distinguished by their meanings. Because God Himself gave the Decalogue in ten words, He undoubtedly wanted them to differ from each other in meaning. Therefore they are distinct commandments if they differ in meaning; they are not distinct but one commandment if they do not differ in meaning. The commandment about having no other gods and about not making graven images differ in meaning. The former forbids us to worship any other deity except the one true God; the latter forbids the one true God to be worshiped in a way different from what He Himself commanded. We respond. (1) If the meaning of the commandment about graven images is that we are forbidden to worship the one true God in a way other than what He commanded, it does not follow that the making of idols is simply forbidden, but forbidden if they are made for the purpose of worshiping God through them. This is something that other Calvinist champions do not concede. They teach that the Second Commandment simply forbids images.

(2) The First Commandment forbids all idolatry. But now, there are two kinds of idolatry: the first with respect to the object, when that which is not the true God is worshiped religiously; the second with respect to worship, when the true God is worshiped—that is, claimed to be worshiped—but not divinely, that is, not in the way which in His Word He commanded Himself to be worshiped. Therefore both kinds of idolatry are forbidden by the First Commandment, and the commandment about graven images should not be torn apart from the First.

(3) Therefore we invert the argument. A species is included in its genus. But now, the First Commandment forbids other gods in general, and the commandment about graven images expresses a certain species of other gods. Therefore the prohibition of idols is also contained under the prohibition of other gods as a species under a genus.

(4) The following observation pertains to this place: Nowhere are painted, carved, and molded images absolutely and simply forbidden. [They are forbidden] to the extent that they are made for and take the place of worship, as we shall show in its own place [§§ 63–64]. For this reason, idols—that is, all those things to which divine worship is attributed though they are not God, whether natural creatures or man-made things—are all called “other gods.” In Gen. 31:19, Rachel stole her father’s idols. When Laban searched for them, he said, “Why did you steal my gods?” (v. 30). Jacob answered him: “Anyone with whom you find your gods will not live” (v. 32). In Gen. 35:2, Jacob told his household: “Put away the foreign gods that are among you.” “So they gave to Jacob all the foreign gods that they had in their hand and the rings that were in their ears; and Jacob hid them under the oak” (v. 4). Exod. 20:23: “You shall not make gods of silver to be with Me, nor shall you make for yourselves gods of gold.” In Exod. 32:8, after the Israelites had molded the calf, they said, “These are your gods, O Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt.” Lev. 19:4: “Do not turn to idols or make for yourselves molten gods; I am the Lord your God.” Deut. 28:36: “You will worship other gods, wood and stone.” In 1 Sam. 7:3 Samuel told the people: “If you are returning to the Lord with all your heart, then put away the foreign gods and the Ashtaroth.” Verse 4: “So Israel put away the Baals and the Ashtaroth.” 1 Chron. 14:12: “The Philistines left their gods there, and David gave command, and they were burned.” From these and similar passages of Scripture we draw the following conclusions. Whatever is another god is forbidden by the First Commandment. Idols—that is, all those things to which divine worship is shown, even though they are not the true God—by the interpretation of Scripture itself are “other gods.” Therefore the First Commandment forbids idols, and, as a result, the section about graven images does not constitute a new commandment.

(5) The making of idols is forbidden for no other purpose than this: so that divine worship would not be given to that which is not the true God and so that people would not, by doing so, have other gods. Another god is not created by man’s hand but by the reverence and trust of his heart, whether that be given to a natural or a man-made thing. Indeed, whatever is given the worship and glory that is due to God alone, that becomes “another god.” In Gen. 30:2 Jacob told Rachel, who was demanding children rudely: “Am I in the place of God, who has withheld from you the fruit of the womb?” In 2 Kings 5:7, the king of Israel says: “Am I God, to cure a man of his leprosy?” 1 Cor. 8:4: “We know that an idol has no real existence and that there is no God but one.” In 2 Cor. 4:4 the devil is called “the god of this world,” namely, of those who have abandoned the true God and serve and obey the devil in the world. In Phil. 3:19 the belly is called the god of the false apostles. In the same way avarice is also called idolatry (Col. 3:5). From this it is again apparent that the command about graven images is an appendix to the First about not having other gods.

(6) Finally, observe here that when the prophets are going to rebuke the worship of images, they draw their argument from the First Commandment. By doing so, they show that that appendix about images belongs to the First Commandment. Exod. 20:23: “You shall not make with Me” (before Me) “gods of silver or gold.” You can recognize the words of the First Commandment in Lev. 19:4: “Do not make for yourselves molten gods; I am the Lord your God.” Isa. 42:8: “I am the Lord; that is My name. My glory I give to no other nor My praise to graven images.” Therefore to give to graven images the glory due to God is to have other gods.

(7) It cannot be countered that only the first species of idolatry—by which one worships as God that which is not God—is forbidden by the First Commandment, but the prohibition of the second species of idolatry—by which the true God is not given His divine worship, that is, according to the inventions of the heart rather than according to the prescription of the Word—establishes a new and second commandment. In fact, the prohibition of self-chosen acts of worship [ἐθελoθρησκείων] is referred to the First Commandment specifically. Num. 15:39–41: “Let the Israelites not follow their own thoughts nor fornicate after their own eyes, but let them be mindful of My commandments. I am Jehovah your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt to be your God.” In Rom. 1:23 the heathen are accused and convicted of idolatry because, “though they knew God, they did not glorify Him as God”; that is, they did not worship Him according to the prescription of the Word but pursued the vanity of their own thoughts.

I add the obvious argument: The First Commandment commands us to fear and honor God above all things. But now, whoever does not worship God according to the direction of His Word neither fears nor honors God above all things, seeing as he prefers the inventions of his own heart to the Word of God; he prefers the leadership of blind reason to the light of the heavenly Word. Therefore whoever does not worship God according to the direction of His Word sins against the First Commandment.

(8) We also point out this: If the commandment about not having other gods and about not having graven images differ in meaning, and if God wanted them to differ in meaning, why then do [Peter] Martyr and Sohnius conjoin the two, though in other respects Ursinus agrees with these followers of his?


** (1) Images which are made and used for worship are called “other gods” in Scripture (Gen. 31:30; 35:2; Exod. 32:3; Jer. 2:27–28; 1 Kings 12:28; Ps. 135:15, etc.). Therefore it can only be the case that when other gods are forbidden, images are forbidden at the same time and are treated as another and, in fact, more crass kind of idolatry. (2) Commandments that have one and the same immediate purpose cannot be distinct in number but are necessarily subordinated the one to the other. But now, the words about not having other gods and about not making graven images aim directly at one common aim, which is to forbid idolatry and, on the other hand, to command the true worship of God. (3) If, as in each commandment of the Decalogue, so also the First entails at the same time interior and exterior sins and good works, then in no way can the idolatrous manufacture of idols be removed from the First Commandment because it is a species of sin against the First Commandment.

(4) There is a permanent and useful axiom regarding the commands of the Decalogue: in every negative an affirmative is contained, and in every affirmative a negative is contained. Therefore because to both negative declarations here only one affirmative command corresponds—that is, that you shall acknowledge and worship the Lord as your one and only God—it then follows that the negative declarations denote the same thing and constitute just one commandment. (5) Because God directly conjoins the promises and warning to the text about images, it is apparent that that text cannot be torn away from the First Commandment and set up as a separate commandment, second in order; for it is quite befitting of the truth that God placed the promises and threats that He wanted to be understood about the entire Law and the individual commandments in the First and not the Second Commandment because they are read neither ahead of nor after the Decalogue. (6) Because the First Tablet clearly requires love for God, who is triune in person, there had to be three commandments, neither more nor less, about that love on the First Tablet (Augustine, Letter 119). Bede and others who study the matter claim that this is not so much a matter of arguing a necessity as of establishing an elegant arrangement which we can also observe in the arrangement of divine worship, that we might reveal Him with our hearts, lips, and work. (Backmeister) **



Second, because the commandments about not coveting agree in meaning.

§ 46. (II) Ursinus’s second argument is as follows.


Commandments that do not differ in meaning are not different commandments but only one. The commandment about coveting [concupiscentia], which some divide into the Ninth and Tenth Commandments, is one in meaning. They themselves show this by how often they conjoin the Ninth and Tenth in their explanations. Furthermore, Paul teaches this when he speaks about coveting as if about one commandment, saying, “I would not have known that coveting was a sin if the Law had not said, ‘You shall not covet’” [Rom. 7:7]. Therefore they are only one commandment. Additionally, if they ought to be divided into two because it distinctly forbids coveting your neighbor’s house and his wife, then, in the same way, it ought to be divided into more commandments, and as many should be made as kinds of things are listed that can be coveted.



We respond. (1) The ancients often have recourse to the diversity of objects; they believe this is sufficient to establish a diversity of commandments. Augustine (q. 71 on Exodus):


Lust [concupiscentia] for another’s wife and lust for another’s house differ only in sinning as to Him who said, “You shall not covet [concupisces] your neighbor’s house.” Other items were added as Scripture spoke: “nor his field nor his slave nor his maidservant nor his cattle,” etc. Moreover, it pleased Him to have separated lust for another’s wife from a coveting of anything that belongs to someone else, inasmuch as the two begin: “You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife” and “You shall not covet your neighbor’s house.” To the latter are added the other things. But He did not say, “You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife,” and then add to this the other things, saying, “nor his house nor his field,” etc. Rather, all these things appear to be connected here as if contained in one commandment and separated from the other in which the wife is named.



Those are Augustine’s words. Therefore some people have followed the order observed in Deut. [5:21] and say that the Ninth Commandment forbids coveting related to the Sixth Commandment and that the Tenth forbids coveting related to the objects of the Seventh Commandment. On the other hand, some follow the order kept in Exod. [20:17], that the Ninth Commandment forbids coveting the neighbor’s house; the Tenth, his wife and the rest. They say that the former expresses the whole while the latter expresses the parts. Lyra (on Exodus 20):


The reason why two commandments are given to restrain coveting is that good is divided into the useful and the delightful, and the essence [ratio] of a useful good is different from that of a delightful good. Thus it happens that someone may have ownership of the one and not of the other, just as someone covets someone else’s wife, though he does not covet his other property. Therefore it was proper that a double commandment be given to repress such double coveting.



Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 100, art. 4): “Coveting intercourse with another’s wife is related to the lust [concupiscentia] of the flesh; coveting other things is related to the lust of the eyes. Therefore two commandments about not coveting are given.”

(2) Although this distinction taken from objects does not appear to be very substantial, it is still of no less weight than that of its adversaries, who teach that the First Commandment forbids the worship of other gods completely while the Second forbids a certain species thereof.

(3) Even if an obvious reason could not be given for dividing the commandment about coveting into two separate commandments, surely one could still respond that God wanted to forbid the evil of coveting with two distinct commands because the whole Law and its true meaning depend on a genuine understanding of this commandment, since knowledge of this internal sin is very hidden according to the apostle (Rom. 7:8), and because the sin of coveting is the source and mother of all the rest. These reasons could have been enough to keep men of moderate intelligence from simply disapproving the double repetition about not coveting.

(4) However, in order that our adversaries may have nothing about which to complain, we say that the two kinds of coveting—namely, actual and original—are forbidden by the Ninth and Tenth Commandments. This division of concupiscence depends not so much on the diversity of the objects as on the difference of the mode and action. Actual coveting is the observable kind of coveting that occurs when delight or deliberate consent of the will assent to an impulse that has arisen [within one’s self]. Original concupiscence is the hidden kind of coveting that occurs when one’s nature moves, acts, or permits (in a different respect, that is) the heart to at least conceive of inclinations or the mind to conceive of thoughts, even though these are still disconnected from the intent to carry them out [πρoαίρεσις perficiendi]. We find the foundation for this division from the very words of the Law when it was promulgated and from the interpretation of it when it was handed down by the apostles. In Exod. 20:17 the word for coveting ([image: ]) is repeated twice: “You shall not covet your neighbor’s house; you shall not covet your neighbor’s wife.” In the latter part, the Latin translator changed the word for “covet” [concupiscere] to the word for “lust after” [desiderare]. However, in the Hebrew the same word is used in both places. By that emphatic double repetition of the word, the Holy Spirit is intimating that both kinds of coveting are condemned here. Moreover, what is intimated in this passage is expressed more clearly in the solemn repetition of the Law in Deut. 5:21. For there two different words are used: [image: ] and [image: ]. The Latin translation plainly omits the repetition of the word. This [image: ] means “he desired something from the mind, with consent and fervent effort in the performance thereof; he longed for it strongly.” In fact, this word is cognate with the root [image: ] (“he burned; he seethed”). The word [image: ] means “he caused himself to covet; he aroused himself to lust from the start [originaliter].” In fact, the word [image: ] is used for the corruption of nature, about lust and coveting, about the carnal exertion and energy with which a person has been afflicted and by which he brings grief and violence to others or with which he himself is afflicted, according to F.rster (Lexicon, p. 13). Examples of this meaning can be seen in many places, [such as] Ps. 119:133; Prov. 6:18; etc. Therefore with the word [image: ] Moses reproached the very root which produces the confusion of desires, the original concupiscence that produces corrupt affections even if consent is not yet present. This distinction can hardly be expressed in German, yet we shall attempt to explain it to some extent. The words [image: ] can be translated Du sollst nicht begehren [“You shall not desire”]; [image: ] as Lass dich nicht gelüsten [“Do not lust”] (although in his commentary on Deuteronomy 5, Dr. Luther seems to reverse this). In fact, this distinction between original and actual coveting is used in James 1:14–15, where he calls the former ἐξελκoῦσαν καὶ δελεάζoυσαν [“lured and enticed”] and the latter συλλαβoῦσαν [“conceived”]: “Each person is tempted when he is lured and enticed by his own desire. Then, when desire [concupiscentia] has conceived, it gives birth to sin.” When consent joins desire, then occurs something like the first conception of actual sin. When one perpetrates the actual sin, then he gives birth, so to speak; but it is a snakelike birthing, for sin is the death of the soul, and thus the daughter devours her mother. Some take συλλαβoῦσαν to mean original concupiscence and τίκτoυσαν to be actual coveting. However, a careful consideration of the text shows the opposite Δελεάζειν καὶ ἐξελκεῖν [“to entice and lure”] is the characteristic of original concupiscence, but one must keep that from becoming σνλλαβo1F7Bσα [“conceived”] through the addition of consent or through delight. Otherwise the birth of actual (that is, external) sin follows next. The apostle is speaking about original concupiscence in Rom. 7:7: “I would not have known coveting [concupiscentiam] if the Law had not said, ‘You shall not covet.’ ” Surely the apostle was not ignorant of the fact that concupiscence, connected with intent [πρoαίρεσις] and delight, is sin, since even the wise heathen reproached it on the basis of the light of nature. Therefore he understands that the hidden evil of original concupiscence is the first and profound corruption of concupiscence—πρoπάθειαν [“anticipation”] as some call it—which is recognized as sin only in the school of the Holy Spirit. On the basis of all this we conclude that actual coveting, as the more notorious, is forbidden by the Ninth Commandment, but that original [concupiscence] is forbidden by the Tenth.

(5) Although the commandment about coveting is joined together in the explanations of our catechisms, there is still no denial that there is a double kind of coveting, both of which are reproved by the voice of the holy Law. In Romans 7, Paul is speaking particularly about original concupiscence, the knowledge of which comes from the Law, while the knowledge of actual coveting to a certain extent comes from the light of nature. Moreover, even if the apostle had connected these two commandments there (which he does in Rom. 13:9), he still would not be denying that two distinct commandments about not coveting can be established. Christ comprehended the commandments of the entire Second Tablet in a single statement: “You shall love your neighbor as yourself ” (Matt. 22:39); nevertheless He did not disapprove of the distinct enumeration of the commandments.

(6) It should not seem strange to anyone that actual coveting is forbidden by a separate commandment, though it had already been forbidden in earlier commandments. Hence Christ (in Matt. 5:28) gives the following interpretation to the Sixth Commandment: “Everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” Because this spiritual sense of the Law was not obvious to the carnal people of the Jews, it had to be unfolded from another specific commandment. Furthermore, there must be a distinction between the proper basis [sedes] of a prohibition and an explanation transferred from elsewhere, between a certain object and the acting cause, between a universal prohibition and a specific one. The secondary actuality4 of coveting without a specific object is properly and in general forbidden in the Ninth Commandment; in this way the efficient [cause] and form of coveting is condemned. However, when in the rest of the commandments Christ forbids coveting a certain object, then He is looking more to the material, that is, to a certain species of object—such as murder, theft, adultery—and borrows the declaration from the Ninth Commandment.

Third, because the commandment about graven images is separated from the First by a verse.

§ 47. (III) Let us look at Ursinus’s third argument: “Undoubtedly commandments that are put in different sentences and verses [periodis et versibus] by Moses are different and not the same; likewise, ones that Moses sets down in one verse are not different but are one commandment. Moses separated the commandment about not having other gods and the one about not making images into verses. Therefore these commandments are separate. On the other hand, he did not separate the commandment about coveting a neighbor’s house and his wife with sentences but included them within one verse. Therefore there is only one commandment about coveting.”

We respond. (1) There are some who say that the addition of [vowel] points and the distinction of verses did not come from Moses himself, but rather from the Masoretes. However, I do not subscribe to their position, especially insofar as regards the [vowel] points. Therefore we use another response, namely, that it is certainly a quite slippery foundation to say that commandments that are set down in different sentences and verses are distinct and, on the other hand, that those which are set down with one verse are one commandment. For in Exod. 20:2 we read: “I am Jehovah your God, who has brought you up out of the land of Egypt”; and in v. 3 it adds: “You shall have no other gods before Me.” Some consider these as the First Commandment, though others would have the earlier words be the introduction to the entire Decalogue. Verse 4 reads: “You shall not make yourself a graven image nor any likeness,” etc.; and v. 5: “You shall not bow down to them nor serve them,” etc. Ursinus himself does not consider these as two commandments. Verse 8: “Remember the Sabbath Day to keep it holy.” Verse 9: “Six days shall you labor and do all your work.” Verse 10: “But the seventh day will be a Sabbath to Jehovah your God.” Neither can Ursinus consider these as separate commandments.

(2) Those who know Hebrew know that quite often things separated by verses must be connected and, on the other hand, that things that must be distinguished are connected in a verse. Gen. 14:18: “King Melchizedek of Salem brought out bread and wine, and” (since he was) “priest of God Most High,” v. 19: “he blessed him.” Melchizedek did not bring out the bread and wine in this way because he was the priest of the Most High, as the supporters of the Mass claim, but he blessed Abram because he was the priest (Heb. 7:3).

(3) Although the commandments about not coveting are included in a single verse, in Deut. [5:21] the letter [image: ] is added as the mark of an interval. The rabbinic scholars call this a [image: ] (sethumah). Such a mark is not placed between the commandment about not having other gods and about not making idols. In Exod. [20:17] and Deut. [5:21] the athnach accent is added. Based on these it is not unknowledgeable to conclude that these commandments are distinct.

Fourth, because the commandments about not coveting are switched.

§ 48. (IV) In the fourth place Ursinus presses the switching of the commandments about not coveting: “Moses undoubtedly kept the same order of the commandments in Exodus and Deuteronomy. But now, he put the words of the Tenth Commandment about coveting house and wife in inverted order—for in Exodus these words come first: ‘You shall not covet your neighbor’s house,’ followed by ‘You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife.’ In Deuteronomy these words come first: ‘You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife,’ followed by ‘You shall not covet your neighbor’s house.’ Therefore these are parts of one commandment; otherwise there could not be a new commandment, and one would have to say that in the second text Moses confused the Ninth with the Tenth Commandment and substituted part of the Tenth in place of the Ninth.”

We respond. (1) The switching of objects implies only that the distinction of coveting and of the commandments cannot be taken from them primarily (πρώτως) and uniquely. Yet the fact remains that, with respect to the act of coveting, one can establish different kinds of coveting and distinct commandments about them.

(2) The transposition of commandments should not be accused of any absurdity. [See] Matt. 19:18–19 and Luke 18:20 [Vg]. Here the commandments of the Law are listed from Christ’s mouth in this order: “You shall not kill. You shall not commit adultery. You shall not steal. You shall not give false testimony. Honor your father and mother.” Here we see the commandment about honoring parents placed after those while in Moses’ books it is placed before them. In Mark 10:19 [Vg] He observes this order: “You shall not commit adultery. You shall not kill. You shall not steal. You shall not give false testimony. Do not defraud. Honor your father and mother.” Here we see the commandment about not killing set after the commandment about not committing adultery, even though in the Decalogue it is placed before it. The same sort of transposition occurs in Rom. 13:9. This in no way detracts from the integrity of the commandments, nor does it rob Moses of any of his authority.

Fifth, on the basis of the authority of the ancients.

§ 49. (V) He finally appeals to the authority of the ancients, where he cites the testimonies of Josephus, Philo, Athanasius, Origen, Nazianzen, Chrysostom, Zonaras, Jerome, Ambrose, and Augustine.

We respond. (1) We, too, do not simply reject the division that they used, where the Ninth and Tenth Commandments are connected. (2) The ancients accept this division of the commandments without disapproving of the other, which is used by our churches. Our adversaries press for it as necessary. (3) Not even the cited authors themselves agree with each other in all points. Philo and Josephus assign five commandments to the First Tablet; but the rest, only four. (4) Therefore who would expect the true division of the commandments from Josephus and Philo, since they ignorantly assign the commandment about honoring parents to the First Tablet? And who would expect Josephus to acknowledge two commandments about coveting or to know how to distinguish the two kinds of coveting since he adheres to such crass ignorance of that sin that he writes (Antiq., bk. 12, ch. 13) that [Antiochus] willed sacrilege but had not yet committed it, and that this did not seem to him a matter worth punishment, not even of divine punishment? However, it cannot be denied that some of the ancient fathers thought quite ineptly about the evil of sin inherent to nature and of concupiscence. (5) In his genuine writings, Augustine follows our enumeration. Hyperius (Opusc. theol., part 2, p. 662) cites a passage of Augustine (Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, bk. 3) and presses it sharply, believing that it must be preferred to the other passages. However, there the commandments of the Decalogue are merely listed. No mention of their order occurs, though Augustine treats this order explicitly in very many other places. (6) In addition to Augustine, other ancients also favor our division, as we have seen earlier [§ 43].

§ 50. In § 43 we set forth the primary and principal reasons why we do not accept the enumeration for which our adversaries strive with such great effort. It is because that change, which by its very nature is an adiaphoron and a matter of indifference, having been adopted by the opponents of the truth, imposes a slavish yoke upon Christian liberty, claims that the use of images is simply forbidden, and accuses our catechism of the crime of mutilation. The secondary reason is this: the usual arrangement of the commandments in our churches is based on reasons which are not to be despised. Namely: (1) In the First Commandment, the prohibition of idols lies under the prohibition of other gods, as a species under a genus. (2) The promise and threat—“I, the Lord your God, am a jealous God,” etc. [Exod. 20:5]—added to the precept about graven images is the common appendix which applies to all ten commandments equally; the plural [image: ] (“My commandments”) shows this clearly. In fact, that such an appendix is placed before the commandment about not profaning the name of God actually shows that all those words which immediately precede it belong to the First Commandment. For just as the First Commandment is the font and source of all the rest and extends to each and every one of the commandments, so also the common promise and threat covers each and every one of the commandments. (3) Because the knowledge of sin comes through the Law, and because two kinds of concupiscence are reproached elsewhere in Scripture, it is very likely that two distinct commandments about this evil were given by the voice of God Himself, since the knowledge of it is very much clouded in the corruption of our nature. (4) This is not a division that Luther thought up first. Rather, it has been in use already for many centuries. Changing it is bothersome to the simple and, indeed, a stumbling block to the weak.

Whether the Decalogue has been mutilated in Luther’s catechism.

§ 51. It is frivolous to charge Luther’s catechism, that excellent treasure, with a sort of mutilation on the grounds that the commandment about not making idols is omitted in it. (1) Luther did not expunge anything, not even a single jot or tittle, from the [German] Bible, but left the entire listing of the Decalogue in Exodus and Deuteronomy complete and whole. (2) In the catechism, because of the capacity of less-educated people, he used a brevity; on account of this he cannot be accused of breaking or mutilating [the Decalogue]. (3) Some things in the Decalogue properly and primarily apply to the Jews while some things are moral and pertain also to Christians in the New Testament. Although the appendix about not making graven images is moral with regard to its genus, it was added especially for the Jews, who were living surrounded by Gentiles who kept sinning against this commandment particularly through their idols. For us in the New Testament, it is enough to know that the First Commandment forbids idolatry in general. (4) So also the benefit of being led out of Egypt is proper to the assembly of Israel. Jer. 16:14: “It will no longer be said, ‘As Jehovah lives, who made the people of Israel to come up from Egypt.’ ” The hallowing of the Sabbath—that is, of the seventh day—was abrogated in the New Testament by apostolic authority, even though its genus remains (Rev. 1:9[–10], etc.). Consequently, in the catechism that appendix is also omitted from the commandment about hallowing the Sabbath for the sake of brevity, because of the capacity of the less-educated people. (5) In Matt. 22:37[–39], Christ encompasses all the commandments of the Law within these two mandates: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart,” etc. “You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” In Rom. 13:9 the holy apostle cites the commandment about not coveting without listing the species that were added clearly in Exod. 20:[17] and Deut. 5:21. Therefore our catechism uses the same right in its quoting of the First Commandment, namely, that the genus of idolatry is set down without mentioning the species that is practiced through graven images. In Eph. 6:2–3 the apostle cites the commandment about honoring parents, but he does not add the appendix about the promise of life extended to the Jews in the promised land of Canaan because that promise of the land of Canaan belonged to the Jews. Now because of that, shall we indeed direct the accusation of mutilation against the apostle?

Allusions of the ancients to the number three in the commandments of the First Tablet.

§ 52. This concludes our discussion on the enumeration of the commandments of the Decalogue used in our churches, according to which three commandments are assigned to the First Tablet and seven to the Second. In an allusion which should not be despised, Augustine (q. 71 on Exodus and in many places elsewhere) relates the number three for the commandments of the First Tablet to the mystery of the Holy Trinity. He says, “If you examine it carefully, these commandments that pertain to God seem to make known the Trinity.” The Gloss. ordin. on Deuteronomy 5 (from Augustine, Letter 119 ad Jan., ch. 11):


The First Commandment has to do with the Father—“The Lord your God is one God”—so that hearing this you would worship the one God, the Father, and not have many gods. The Second pertains to the Son, about whom it is said, “You shall not take the name of God in vain.” That is, you shall not think that something created is the Son of God, for every creature is subject to vanity. Instead, you must believe that He is equal to the Father. The Third pertains to the Spirit, by whose gift eternal rest is promised; for because the Holy Spirit is called “sevenfold,” God hallowed the seventh day. Therefore the commandment pertains correctly to the Holy Spirit both because of the word “hallow” [Exod. 20:8] and because of the eternal rest that pertains to the gift of the Holy Spirit.



Augustine (on Psalm 32, conc. 1): “The three commandments” (of the First Table) “pertain to the love of God, that is, to His unity, truth, and will. For there is a certain will in the Lord where there is a true Sabbath, a true rest.” Lyra (on Exodus 20): “Our teachers set down three commandments that pertain only to God. The reason that is mentioned for this is that man owes faithfulness to God and reverence and due service to the acknowledgment of His lordship. Now faithlessness is forbidden by the First Commandment; irreverence, by the Second; and through those prohibitions are understood the opposite affirmations: to worship the one God and to show Him reverence. Due service is commanded by the Third.”

[Allusions] to seven [commandments] in the Second Tablet.

The number of seven commandments in the Second Tablet is explained by Augustine as follows (Sermon 148 de temp.): this number means that no one can fulfill the Law by his own powers unless aided by the grace of the Holy Spirit, who is sevenfold with respect to His gifts. Some think that the number seven denotes that our life, which is spent in seven-day periods repeated again and again, must be spent in holy obedience to these commandments. The Gloss. ord. (on Exodus 20): “It is good that there are seven commandments which pertain to the neighbor. The number seven is made up of four and three. Three befits the soul, which is irascible, concupiscible, and rational;5 four befits the body.6 ”




1 Chemnitz’s Works 8:651.

2 Against the Heavenly Prophets (1525), AE 40:85–87 (WA 18:68–69); Sermons on Exodus (1524–27/1564), WA 16:436–45 (AE 62).

3 Chemnitz’s Works 8:666–68, 671, 673ff.

4 “Secondary actuality” (actus secundus) means the actual operation of something, whereas “primary actuality” (actus primus) refers to a power or potential that is not currently actualized.

5 These are descriptions of the appetites of man. The first two are a subdivision of the lower, sensitive appetite (whereby a sensing being desires what it perceives as good and avoids what it perceives as bad). The latter is also known as the intellectual or higher appetite and is the faculty by which a sensing being desires the good or avoids the bad that he has known by his intellect. See On Original Sin (Commonplace XII), § 126; and below, p. 181 n. 3.

6 Perhaps the allusion is to the four principal humors (i.e., bodily fluids) that were believed to result in four basic personality traits: blood (sanguine), pituitary or phlegm (phlegmatic), cholera or yellow bile (choleric), and black bile (melancholy). Cf. Micraelius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “Humor.”







SECTION VII: GENERAL RULES THAT SERVE THE TRUE EXPLANATION OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 53. Before we go on to the specific explanation of the commandments of the Decalogue, we shall first set down some general rules, especially useful for thoroughly understanding the sure and complete meaning of each commandment.

(1) The Decalogue is to be understood according to the interpretation of the prophets, Christ, and the apostles. Just as God’s voice sounded forth in the church of the patriarchs even before the solemn promulgation of the Law, as we have shown already [§§ 15–24], so also in later times, after its promulgation, God explained and declared His Law through the prophets and apostles and, in fact, even through Christ.

(2) In His Law, God gives commands not just to the hands and other external members, but to the heart and to the whole man. That is, in all the commandments of the Decalogue not only external but also internal obedience is required. Rom. 7:14: “The Law is spiritual.”

(3) The Law accuses not only external sins but also the internal sins of the heart and, therefore, the innermost corruption of our nature. For after the fall, the word of the Law was handed down and solemnly repeated, among other reasons, also for this purpose: that it might reveal those commandments whose knowledge had been extinguished in the law of nature through sin. Rom. 7:7: “I did not know coveting except through the Law.”

(4) The Law requires not merely any interior obedience but a perfect obedience, absolute in all details and degrees. Deut. 6:5: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind.”

(5) Negative commands are contained in the affirmative commandments and affirmative in the negative. You see, a good thing prescribed by the Law cannot be performed unless one avoids the contrary evil; and a bad thing prohibited by the Law cannot be avoided unless the contrary good is performed.

(6) In a genus, the species are always included; and in a chief species, the related species are included and even the entire genus. Thus, in the prohibition against adultery, all unlawful lusts are understood to be prohibited.

(7) In an effect the cause is understood to be prohibited. Thus, in the prohibition against adultery, debauchery [luxus], the mother of fornication, is forbidden. In addition, whatever requires chastity also requires the means of chastity: moderation and abstinence.

(8) In something related, the correlate is always understood. Thus when children are commanded to honor their parents, it is understand from the correlate that parents are required to bring up their children “in the discipline and admonition of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4).

(9) To find out the true meaning of each commandment, it is particularly beneficial to consider the end and aim of each, for from the end one can judge easily about the means. “The whole end of the Law is love from a pure heart and a good conscience and faith unfeigned” (1 Tim. 1:5).

(10) The Law does not merely accuse evil works but also the evil that still clings to the good works of the regenerate. Rom. 7:18, [24]: “I have the will [to do what is right], but to accomplish [what is good] I do not find. Wretched man that I am!” etc.

(11) In the Decalogue, lesser sins are forbidden under the name of more crass sin so that we may truly recognize their greatness and gravity before God’s judgment. For since, according to Christ’s explanation, the Fifth Commandment forbids anger, it is obvious that anger is considered murder before God.

(12) For the full explanation of the Law not only is the enumeration of the virtues and vices in each commandment required, but one must also state clearly the promises and threats that God gave either to the whole Law in general or to the individual commandments in particular.

(13) Indeed, we must gather examples, especially those which the Holy Spirit has noted in Holy Scripture, examples in which God gives credence to His promises and threats.

(14) Because of diverse ends and respects, the same work can be called “commanded” or “prohibited” in diverse commandments. Hence we should not become overanxious or too scrupulous in enumerating the virtues and vices of each commandment.

(15) In explaining the Law, we must maintain an accurate distinction between mortal and venial sins. Although according to the rigor of the Law all sins are mortal of themselves and of their own nature, yet when the Law is presented to the reborn, they have to be shown the distinction between those sins that wound the conscience, cast out faith and the Holy Spirit, and by which the reborn lose their inheritance of eternal life; and between those clinging stains, weaknesses, and imperfections which they must also acknowledge and deplore because of the Law and for which they must ask forgiveness through Christ.

(16) The First Commandment1 is included in all the rest; therefore obedience to all the rest of the commandments takes its origin and source from obedience to the First Commandment. Hence, by remarkable understanding, Luther repeats “we should fear and love God” in each of the commandments. From this, the statement of the apostle is also understood (Rom. 14:23): “Whatsoever does not proceed from faith is sin.”

(17) The last commandment about coveting is to be traced through all the previous commandments to mean that not only outward acts but also even corrupt inner emotions are forbidden in them.

(18) In the Decalogue, moral matters, which pertain to all men, must diligently be distinguished from their Mosaic wrappings, which pertained only to the Israelites in the Old Testament. Chemnitz (Loc., de lege, ch. 7, reg. 10) brilliantly shows how these are to be recognized and distinguished.2

(19) Obedience to the First Tablet trumps obedience to the Second when obedience to both cannot happen at the same time. Luke 14:26: “Whoever does not hate his father, wife, children, and his own soul cannot be My disciple.”

(20) Ceremonial matters yield to moral ones even in the Second Tablet. Hosea 6:[6] and Matt. 9:13: “Go and learn what this means: ‘I desire mercy and not sacrifice.’”

(21) The second commandment about loving one’s neighbor is similar to the first, according to Christ’s statement (Matt. 22:39). However, this should not be understood simply [ἁπλῶς] and absolutely, as if one should not love God more than his neighbor. Rather, the similarity consists, first, in a connection of necessity, for obedience to the Second Tablet is no less necessary than obedience to the First. 1 John 4:20: “If anyone says, ‘I love God,’ and hates his brother, he is a liar.” Second, it consists of the same category of service [cultus], for Christ sets this rule against the Pharisees. When they sacrificed, they would make their offerings in the temple and would perform other ceremonial acts, thinking that God did not care even if they neglected their own parents. The similarity consists, third, in the final cause,3 because the works of the Second Tablet ought to proceed from a love for God that they may become a service which is pleasing to God. Finally, [the similarity] consists of the same category of punishment, because transgressions against the commandments of the Second Tablet also merit temporal and eternal punishments, etc. There is One who bids us observe that the second commandment is not called equal to or on level with the first but similar to it, namely, in quality and condition. They are similar in quality because in both instances pure and genuine love is required, such as when one says that a man is similar to another in nature and quality, though the one surpasses the other in size, rank, dignity, and condition. For just as the love of God is the head and sum of all the rest of the commandments which concern God, so also love of one’s neighbor is the head and sum of those which concern men.




1 Read Praeceptum primum with Cotta instead of only Praeceptum.

2 Chemnitz’s Works 8:647–50.

3 The same as an “end,” i.e., an aim, purpose, or goal. The final cause is the cause for which the doer acts or that for whose sake something happens.







SECTION VIII: THE ORDER OF THE COMMANDMENTS OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 54. The elegant arrangement of the commandments of the Decalogue is truly a great proof for the wisdom of God. The commandments of the First Tablet speak about the immediate service [cultus] to God; those of the Second Tablet, about mediate service to God since obligations which must be fulfilled to one’s neighbor should proceed from a genuine love and fear of God. In this way they become pleasing and acceptable services to God. The First Commandment rises from the most noble object—namely, the true God—and it takes for itself the most noble subject—the very heart of man which it commands to adhere to God with true fear, trust, and love. The Second Commandment controls man’s tongue,1 which should praise, invoke, celebrate, and give thanks to God, correctly known on the basis of His Word. If you do not count the heart, the tongue is man’s most noble member, for it is the instrument of the articulated voice which separates man from brute animals. This little bell should ring as it is tolled by the heart’s rope. The Third Commandment establishes the hallowing of the Sabbath—that is, the public worship of God through the ministry of the Word—for it is by this medium that God wants to stir up in man the true knowledge and invocation of Himself.

The Second Tablet, which speaks about responsibilities due to one’s neighbor, arises from that first natural relationship which exists between parents and children. The family relationship [oeconomica societas] is the foundation and seedbed of the state. It is fitting, then, that the Fourth Commandment, which is the first of the Second Tablet, treats honor for parents. The Fifth Commandment protects the life of a human being and defends it against all injuries. The Sixth Commandment keeps inviolate the integrity of marriage. The Seventh keeps inviolate man’s possessions. The Eighth surrounds one’s reputation with a strong rampart and wall. The Ninth requires uprightness of one’s inner emotions toward his neighbor. The Tenth contains the general declaration of the Law, namely, that the Law requires an inner conformity of all one’s powers with God, a conformity so complete that it is not contaminated by even the smallest stain of corrupt concupiscence.

Thomas ([ST,] 1.2., q. 100, art. 5) proceeds in this way:


Just as the commands of human law direct man’s conduct to respect some community, so also the commandments of God’s Law direct man toward a community or state under God. Now, for man to live well in a human community, two things are required: that he behave well toward him who presides over the community and, second, that he behave well also toward the fellow members of the community. The first three commandments explain the principle of loving God and direct man toward it according to the three things a subject owes his master: faithfulness, reverence, and service. Faithfulness consists in not transferring his allegiance to another. Reverence requires that one commit nothing insulting against his master. Service is owed to God in compensation for the benefits that His subjects receive from Him. The rest of the commandments direct man toward his neighbor. There are some neighbors from whom we receive special benefits and to whom we are obligated to give special gratitude. Thus the Fourth Commandment is given about parents, under which we understand “all benefactors.” Generally, a man should not harm any neighbor in deed, word, or thought. Now, harming one’s neighbor in deed happens in three ways: by destroying him in his own person; by destroying him in a related person—especially to the extent that this applies to the procreation of children; or by destroying him in the wealth of his goods in exterior matters. Harming with one’s mouth implies harm through slander. Harming in thought happens through the unlawful concupiscence of the flesh and eyes—the former of which is forbidden by the Ninth Commandment; the latter, by the Tenth.






1 Read linguam with Cotta instead of lingua.







SECTION IX: EACH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE SPECIFICALLY







PART I: THE FIRST COMMANDMENT

§ 55. According to the description given in Exod. 20[:2–6], the First Commandment has four parts. First comes the preface: “I am Jehovah your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery” [v. 2]. Second is the commandment itself: “You shall have no other gods before Me” [v. 3]. Third is the specific appendix: “You shall not make yourself a graven image nor any likeness that is of heaven above nor that is in the earth beneath nor that is in the water under the earth; you shall not worship them nor serve them” [vv. 4–5]. Fourth is the general promise and threat that pertain to the entire Law: “I, the Lord your God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the sons to the third and fourth generation of those who hate Me, and showing mercy to thousands, to those who love Me and keep My commandments” [vv. 5–6].

The preface to the First Commandment: “I am the Lord your God.”

§ 56. We explained earlier in § 41 why we say that the words “I am the Lord your God,” etc., are the general preface. Yet we have no quarrel with those who claim that these words are part of the First Commandment because, as they say, it is set forth in two parts: the first is affirmative—whom we should acknowledge and worship as the true God—and the second is negative—that we should not give divine honor and worship to anyone else beside and except this true God. Considering it this way, God Himself would be using the example of the First Commandment to demonstrate that in explicating the other commandments one should teach the negative [commands] with the positives and the positives with the negatives.

Furthermore, the preface has three elements. First, the Lawgiver calls Himself “Jehovah,” which is the proper name for the true God; by this name He separates Himself from all other imagined deities and creatures. In its own place we showed that the word “Jehovah” comes from “being” [esse] and is attributed to the one and only true God (On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 21).1 This is because: (1) He exists of Himself and does not need anything for His preservation and support. (2) He gives being to all beings, is the essence of all essences, and hence has absolute rule over all things. (3) He gives being to His promises and actually fulfills them. Therefore when the true God here calls Himself “Jehovah,” He is commanding that He alone be acknowledged as the true God and that His Commandments be obeyed because He is His own master [αὐτoκράτωρ], because He is our Creator and Preserver, and because He actually fulfills the promises He has given to the obedient.

Second, He calls Himself our God: “I am Jehovah [image: ] [‘your God’].” God is properly the God of those whom He embraces with particular love. Gen. 17:7: “I am your God and the God of your seed.” Ps. 33:12: “Blessed is the nation whose God is Jehovah, the people whom He has chosen as His heritage.” The explanation of this phrase is given in Lev. 26:12; Jer. 31:[1]; Matt. 22:32; and 2 Cor. 6:18. Therefore, because He is the God only of those who acknowledge Him as He reveals Himself to us in the Word, He orders us with these words to acknowledge and worship Him according to the revelation taught in His Word. In turn, because God with His particular love and grace embraces those whose God He declares He is, therefore with these words He is promising His grace to all who acknowledge Him correctly on the basis of His Word. With respect to His creation, conservation, and governance, God is “the God of all flesh” (Jer. 32:[27]); but with respect to His revelation and particular love, He is God only of the church. Furthermore, because this particular grace of God comes to us only in and through Christ, He is called, not unsuitably, [image: ] in the plural with the singular suffix to denote the mystery of the Trinity and Unity in the divine nature. John 5:23: “He who does not honor the Son does not honor the Father.” 1 John 2:23: “No one who denies the Son has the Father.” Therefore, in order that the true God may be our God, we must learn from the Word that the Father is in the Son and the Son in the Father (John 14:11); and that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are one [unum], that is, one true God (1 John 5:7); and that the grace of our heavenly Father comes to us through the Son as our Suppliant and Mediator, etc.

Finally, God reminds the Israelites of that recent great benefit of liberation from Egypt, which with unusual emphasis He calls “the house of slavery.” “I have overtly displayed My divine power, goodness, and majesty in this marvelous work. Therefore it is right for you to acknowledge Me as the true God and to serve Me alone.” However, note that this clause properly applies only to the Israelites who were in slavery in Egypt either themselves or by way of their ancestors. To us in the New Testament God has given a far greater benefit through His Son, who by His suffering and death has freed us from the rule of Satan. The physical liberation given to the Israelites was a type of this. Jer. 23:7: “Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when men will no longer say, ‘As the Lord lives who brought the people of Israel out of the land of Egypt.’ ”

The virtues commanded by the First Commandment.

§ 57. Chemnitz has vigorously explained the words of the First Commandment: “You shall have no other gods before Me” ([Loc.,] ch. De primo praecepto).2 There he showed that new gods, foreign gods, later gods, false gods, and, in general, all idolatry—not only outer but also inner—is forbidden because the Lord adds clearly: “You shall have no other gods before Me,” before My face. But now, God searches the heart and innermost parts; His eyes are brighter than the sun and look upon our secrets when we erect idols in our hearts (Ezek. 14:7).

We can determine clearly which virtues are commanded in this First Commandment from the words “I am Jehovah your God” and from the antithesis, “You shall have no other gods before Me,”especially if we conjoin the explanation of the prophets and apostles: (1) If we must not have other gods but must have the one and only true God, then we surely must recognize Him correctly on the basis of His Word. Consequently, the first virtue of the First Commandment is the knowledge of God [Dei agnitio].3 Jer. 9:24: “I am the Lord, doing mercy and judgment. Let him who glories glory in this, that he knows and recognizes Me.”

(2) If God is our God and a strong and jealous God, then surely we must fear Him, and thus also the fear of God belongs to the First Commandment. Mal. 1:6: “If I am your Father, where is My honor? If I am a Lord, where is My fear?”

(3) If God is our God, that is, our God who not only created us and preserves us but also who draws us close to Himself by the particular benefits unique to the church, then surely we must love Him. Thus also the love of God [dilectio Dei] belongs to the First Commandment. Deut. 10:20–21: “You will fear the Lord your God and cling to Him. He is your God.”

(4) If God is our God, that is, our God who embraces us with particular grace, surely we must place the trust of our heart [fiducia cordis] upon Him. Therefore faith belongs to the First Commandment. Isa. 45:22: “Turn to Me and you will be saved, for I am God, and there is no other.”

(5) If God is our God, that is, our God who has made known His goodness in clear signs, surely we must hope in Him. Accordingly also hope belongs to the First Commandment. Ps. 7:1: “O Lord my God, in You do I hope.”

(6) From faith, hope, and love comes patience [patientia], which renders to God obedience in calamities with calmness of spirit. For if we truly believe that the cross is placed upon us by His fatherly purpose and that the help of God will shine upon us in the end, then why would we refuse to take up the yoke of the cross?

(7) From knowledge [agnitio] of the divine majesty and from the fear of God comes humility, which recognizes that all good things come from God, reverently submits itself to God, gives all glory to Him alone, and which, on the other hand, recognizes and deplores human weakness; neither does it strive after things greater than its own powers and vocation allow, but restrains itself within the limits of its vocation, and does not despise others but renders to others their proper position and honor, etc. 1 Pet. 5:6: “Humble yourselves under the mighty hand of God.”

Furthermore, what God reveals as owed to Him in the First Commandment is especially of two kinds. Some things are appropriate only to God, so that if you pluck off even a little bit and give it to something created, you are transgressing this commandment at that very spot, for example: faith, the hope of salvation, the service of adoration, etc. Some things, though they are appropriate not only to God, should still be rendered to God uniquely and to the highest degree, such as love, obedience, fear, etc. Bernard (Song of Songs, sermon 83): “God demands that He be feared as a lord, honored as a father, and loved as a bridegroom.”

§ 58. At this point an extensive discussion about these virtues could be opened, namely, in regard to: (1) what each virtue includes, (2) what causes should urge us to each of them, (3) what promises are connected to each, and (4) by what examples the truth of the promises has been demonstrated. All of these examples can be sought out in rich supply from the sermons of the prophets, Christ, and the apostles. A diligent interpreter of Scripture should bring all of these to bear on this [commandment]. However, the plan we have established does not allow us to discuss it in this place. It is enough that we have pointed our finger at the sources.

For example, the love of God includes a consideration of God’s goodness and mercy, the remembrance of bodily and spiritual benefits, a consideration of the promises of the life to come, obedience due to God, etc. We should love God: (a) Because He is the greatest good. (b) Because He is the perfect [αὐτoτελές] good, the greatest beauty, the greatest treasure, the greatest wisdom. (c) Because He first loved us. (d) Because we become joined together with God through love. (e) Because the most direct road to a salutary and practical knowledge of God is love for Him. (f ) Because God alone can fulfill the desire of the soul. (g) Because God, loving and being loved, gives people blessedness. (h) Because God avows Himself to be our Bridegroom, etc. All these things should be illustrated with scriptural statements and examples, and whatever is in the sermons of the prophets, Christ, and the apostles about each of these virtues should be diligently noted down. Surely the wisdom contained in the Decalogue is so great that no one will ever be able to exhaust it in this life.

Sins against the First Commandment.

§ 59. Sins which conflict with the First Commandment are briefly comprised under the title of “other gods” and “idolatry.” “You shall have no other gods before Me. You shall not make for yourself a graven image. You shall not bow down to them nor serve them” [Exod. 20:3–5]. However, upon that brevity we must elaborate. We showed earlier (in § 45, part 5) on the basis of the immovable statements of Scripture that whenever the glory that is owed to God alone is given to anything either natural or artificial, it becomes “another god.” But now, the glory that is due to God alone is that we should fear and love Him above all things and place all the confidence of our heart in Him, that all good things come to us from Him, and that He alone saves and frees us. Therefore whatever created thing is feared and loved more than God becomes “another god.” Whenever trust and obedience are given to anything so that God’s commandment is broken, another god is thereby made. When we credit benefits we have received not to God but to created things, when we look for other saviors and liberators than the true God, we are making other gods for ourselves. Thus in 2 Cor. 4:4 Satan is called “the god of this world” because people of this world obey his suggestions more than they obey God’s commandments. In Phil. 3:19 the belly is called “the god” of false apostles because they are not seeking Christ’s glory but what is good for their bellies. Thus money is “another god” to the greedy man, for he places his trust in gold and says to gold: “You are my confidence” (cf. Job 31:24). He does not fear God, or else he would not violate God’s commandments by heaping up money. He does not trust in God, or else he would commit the care of his belly to Him.

The species of idolatry.

§ 60. Various species of idolatry can be established. Some idolatry is crass; some, subtle. The former includes stones, wood, or metal believed to have something of divinity. The latter is when one erects an idol within his heart to which he gives divine honor.

Others employ the following distinction. The first species of idolatry is when one gives divine worship to that which is not the true God, whether it be something natural—such as the sun or moon, etc.—or something made by the hand of man, such as graven images, etc. The second species occurs when one worships God, but not divinely, that is, when one worships God in a way different from how He commands in His Word that He be worshiped. Thus the children of Israel were idolaters when they built the golden calf and gave it the name of the true God. It was not that they were claiming that the calf was the eternal and divine essence that created all things; rather, they had remembered that the Egyptians had worshiped their gods with that kind of ritual and abounded in all good things, so they wished to honor also the true God, who had brought them out of Egypt, with this kind of worship. In this sense all self-chosen acts of worship are species of idolatry, for whoever worships the true God otherwise than God in His Word commands that He be worshiped prefers the thoughts of his own heart to the Word of God and thus to God Himself. Finally, as there are two species of idols—some interior, some exterior—so also there are two parts of religious worship. One is internal, by which one thinks in his heart that there is some divinity in idols and that they are owed some religious reverence. The other is external, where our thoughts are revealed by prostrating the body, kneeling, uncovering the head, etc.

Here one must observe that “idol” is a relative word. Its material is stone, wood, metal, and even God’s creation: sun, moon, stars, etc. In this respect gold and silver are called “the idols of the heathen” (Ps. 115:4). The form of an idol is a concept of the mind that attributes divine honor either to a creation of God or to an object of man’s handiwork. Because this notion or mental concept is utterly vain, therefore it says in this respect (1 Cor. 8:4): “An idol is nothing in the world,” that is, it is not a thing subsisting of itself. With regard to their end, the gods of the heathen are said to be “demons” (Ps. [106:37]); for whenever divine honor is given to idols, then it is not to the wood or the stone or the sun but to the devil that the honor of the worshiper is being given (Ps. [96:5]).

§ 61. Sins against the First Commandment also can be gathered from the antithesis of the virtues enumerated earlier. What fights against the true knowledge [agnitio] of God is: ignorance of the true God and of His will, whether innate or affected; false opinions about God’s essence and will, self-chosen acts of worship, doubts about God, denying the true God, idolatry, etc. What fights against the fear of God is: carnal security, the vain fear of men, etc. What fights against the love of God is: hatred of God, disobedience toward God, an inordinate love of self and of created things, hypocritical love, etc. What fights against faith is: unbelief, being of little faith, hypocritical faith, temporary faith, lack of trust [diffidentia], and tempting God—in which, trusting in one’s own wisdom, one departs from the Word and from obedience to God, etc. What fights against hope is: desperation, which denies to God the honor of His truth and mercy, and doubt over our liberation and final perseverance. What fights against patience is: impatience; murmuring against God in calamities, which denies God the honor of being wise and just; a restlessness of the heart that refuses to subject itself to God; a rashness that willingly brings evils upon itself. What fights against humility is: pride, which has various species; hypocritical humility; etc.

The appendix to the First Commandment.

§ 62. The appendix or specific part of the First Commandment deals with not making graven images for worship and thus expresses a particular species of “other gods.” The Israelites were living in the midst of heathen, and they had left Egypt just two months earlier. The Egyptians had the regular custom of expressing and worshiping God under the form of images, and, moreover, the Israelites had begun to conform themselves to the rituals of the Egyptians (Josh. 24:14). Therefore God wanted to forbid this species of idolatry in particular in the solemn promulgation of His Law.

However, the debate over images has greatly perturbed the church not only in previous centuries but also in our time. Some contend that this commandment forbids images simply. Others, on the contrary, still argue for the worship of images that was forbidden by that commandment. And still others take the middle road and prove that images are allowed for Christian people to have, but not to worship.

** Beza (Coll. Mompelg., p. 416): “I do not judge that images should be placed in holy places unless one takes very special care that they not give an occasion for idolatry.” (Therefore if one applies that special care, they can be set up in temples4 too.) Page 420: “The picture of the ‘Ancient of Days’ was not set forth in Daniel to be painted, though I do not deny that painting such a thing is not a sin but an adiaphoron.” Zacharias Ursinus (Explic. catech., part 4, p. 118): “Here God does not simply forbid the making or creating of images because He would be condemning the arts of painting, sculpting, molding, and weaving, which Scripture lists among the excellent gifts of God which are useful to human life (Exod. 31:3; 35:[31]; Sirach 38:28). He would even be condemning His own work of art. Furthermore, Solomon saw to it that lions were carved on his throne and that palms and cherubim were carved on the temple at God’s command.” Whitaker (Contra Rainold., ch. 11, p. 291): “It is not the painting but the worship that makes an idol. Paintings of Jupiter and Mars were not idols according to the accepted usage of the word unless people worshiped them. The same is also true if the images of the saints are transferred over to sacred worship. In this respect you” (Papists) “call them ‘holy images,’ which are nothing else but profane, wicked, abominable idols.” Vorstius (Caus. deserti Papatus, disp. 5, thesis 10): “Images of all created things, including invisible ones, certainly are lawful of themselves. They are not forbidden in the Word of God except by accident, that is, because of added idolatrous worship, as well as obscenity, shamefulness, or a similar form of worship. See Exodus 25, 31, and 35; Numbers 21; 1 Kings 6–7, where God Himself saw to it that cherubim and other images of this sort were fashioned. See also Exodus 20, Leviticus 26, and Isaiah 42, where such images are said to be forbidden only with respect to idolatry and a similar, prohibited abuse.” Vorstius again (in the coroll. of that disputation): “Images are harmful in temples if they are thought necessary or if the evident peril of idolatry arises or if they become a sure cause of offense to the weak or a similar abuse. But if none of these actually occurs, and there is no reasonable anxiety that they will occur, then we can have them or at least tolerate them no less in temples than in private homes, since they are, of themselves, adiaphora.” And a bit later: “In the matter of removing images, we must give special attention to two things: First, that the public authority of Christian magistrates or of the entire church approve, and nothing be done through the force or rebellion of the people nor as a result of the private will of a few people. Second, that, with the aid of the magistracy, the church itself be sufficiently instructed from the Word of God as to what it should think about the whole matter before anything is actually done. Thus the idols should be removed from people’s souls before they are removed from their eyes.” [Peter] Martyr (Loci, class. 2, ch. 5, § 10, on 1 Kings 7, f. 53): “According as Christ is man, He can be depicted or painted. This does not conflict with the nature of the thing, for He was truly man; nor with the art of painting, because art can make imitations of what is corporeal.” A little later: “I do not think the explanation of the Seventh Council should be approved. If it were true, it would be unlawful to depict any man, because the soul, which is spirit, cannot be depicted.” Ibid.: “It is sometimes permissible to paint angels, since they have revealed themselves to men. God’s commandment does not forbid this, unless they become signs to them to be worshiped religiously, as holy.” Hemmingius (commentary on John) praises those who place a statue of Christ crucified in a temple.5 Ludwig Crocius (Assert. Aug. Conf., p. 456): “We concede with Beza that pictures of divine revelations outside a case of offense and the peril of idolatry are indifferent matters.” Zwingli (De vera et falsa relig., last chapter, pp. 428–29, Zurich edition of 1525): “There is no one so foolish as to think that statues, images, and likenesses must be abolished where no worship is shown them. For is anyone moved by the cherubim, either due to mystery or adornment, both on the mercy seat and flying in their Phrygian workmanship on the arches? Or by the palms, lions, oxen, pomegranates, and ornamentation of that kind so artfully worked in the temple of Solomon? On the other hand, where these are worshiped, who is so heartless, not to say faithless, as to think this should be tolerated? But there must be a certain consideration of offense.” Calvin (Catech., [fol.] Eij): “One should not take these words to mean that every painting or sculpture is simply condemned. Rather, we are only forbidden to make images for the purpose of either looking for God or worshiping Him in them or, what is the same, that we worship them in honor of God or somehow misuse them for superstition and idolatry.” Benedictus Aretius (Probl. theol., last part, ch. De idolol., p. 210): “In temples we still at times even see pictures apart from religious devotion. For instance, outside our temple, in the large portico, there is an engraved last judgment as well as statues of the foolish virgins, and on the other side stand statues and paintings of the five wise virgins with their expressions carved exquisitely. No one attaches any religious devotion to these, but rather people admire them for their excellent art and genius.” **

Therefore, [because of the very great conflict in the church over images,] it will be worthwhile to look more carefully into the genuine meaning of this commandment. Here we deservedly commend the very erudite treatment of Schroeder (De imaginibus, published in 1606), who in great detail and accuracy has explained the entire controversy over images.

Whether images are simply forbidden.

§ 63. With regard to this appendix of the First Commandment, our position is that, insofar as morality is concerned [quatenus est moralis], the making of sculptures and images is not simply and absolutely forbidden but only in a certain respect, that is, with respect to worship. Idol-making [εἰδωλoπoιία] not image-making [εἰκoνoπoιία], as they say, is forbidden by this commandment because not every image is an idol but only becomes an idol when one begins to worship and adore it. The author of the books De imaginibus (bearing the name of Charlemagne, bk. 4, ch. 18): “We do not call the statues placed in our basilicas ‘idols,’ but lest they be called idols, we refuse to worship and adore them.”

Ursinus (Catech., p. 718) says that the distinction between image and idol is a poor one because εἴδωλoν [“idol”] etymologically is the same as “formula, species, image”; hence the distinction cannot stand that an image [simulacrum] signifies the image of something that truly exists while an idol [idolum] signifies the likeness of a fictitious thing.

We respond. We concede that etymologically εἴδωλoν is the same as imago in Latin. Nevertheless, according to its use in Scripture and in the church, nothing is an idol except that which is set forth to be worshiped. It can be the representation of something real or imagined. If the sun, moon, and stars are revered, if wood and stones are worshiped—they become idols. If a special way of worshiping God beyond the limits of His Word is invented, then likewise an idol is being erected in the heart.

§ 64. We add explicitly that, in this appendix of the First Commandment, image-making is not simply forbidden, that is, according as that appendix is moral. Chemnitz (Loci, ch. De imaginibus, p. 203) argues that the Jews were completely forbidden to place images and sculptures in the temple.6 He believes that this can be concluded from Josephus (bk. 18, ch. 5). But he adds explicitly that this was a ceremonial prohibition. Therefore even if one were to gain the point that the making of images was simply forbidden by this commandment, he still would not have won the argument that this prohibition also holds us Christians in the New Testament obligated, for the apostle declares (1 Cor. 8:4): “An idol is nothing” (provided that there is no thought of worship and adoration). Chemnitz says: “Just as circumcision, which was necessary in the Old Testament, is in the New nothing—that is, a matter of indifference (Gal. 5:6)—so also an idol is nothing. It is not something which can either sanctify or contaminate.”7 Those are Chemnitz’s words.

Arguments in favor of the negative side of the question.

§ 65. It is simplest and most in harmony with the words of the Law to say that in this commandment there is not an absolute prohibition of the making of images but only a prohibition of that by which images are made for worship, which they properly call “idolmaking.” This we confirm with the following proofs.

(I) A judgment about a species can be made on the basis of its genus. But now, the general part of the First Commandment [Exod. 20:3] requires that no one have other gods. Therefore this specific part, about not making graven images [Exod. 20:4], must also be understood in this way: that we must not through graven images make other gods, which happens by worship and adoration.

(II) Verse 5 follows immediately: “You shall not bow down to them nor worship them.” These words add a limitation to the earlier ones, namely, to what extent and for what purpose the making of graven images is forbidden. Although the words “You shall not bow down to them nor worship them” are separated from the preceding words by a silluq or soph pasuq,8 one cannot infer that they constitute a commandment separate from the earlier one. Otherwise we would have to establish new commandments as often as that punctuation mark occurs in Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5. Furthermore, there are numerous examples where the following verse contains a limitation and explanation of the preceding one, even when a soph pasuq divides the two. Deut. 4:15ff. also shows that this passage has the pointing rebia9 which sits in front of the soph pasuq of the last word of the preceding verse and shows that the statement about images is not yet finished and that we must await its clarification in the following verses. This is why the Septuagint translators combined these words within a single period, though in Hebrew they appear to be separated by a silluq: oὐ πoιήςεις ςεαυτῷ εἴδωλoν oὐδὲ παντὸς ὁμoίωμα, ὅσα ἐν τῷ oὐρανῷ ἄνω καὶ ὅσα ἐν τῇ γῇ κάτω καὶ ὅςα ἐν τoῖς ὕδαςιν ὑπoκάτω τῆς γῆς, oὐ πρoςκυνήςεις αὐτoῖς oὐδὲ μὴ λατρεὸσῃς αὐτoῖς [“You shall not make unto yourself an idol, nor a likeness of any thing that is in heaven above or that is in the earth beneath or that is in the waters under the earth; you shall not bow down to them nor worship them,” Exod. 20:4–5 LXX].

(III) The general promise and threat tied [to this commandment] show that all the preceding words pertain to one commandment, namely, the First, about not having other gods. The jealousy of God refers to the fact that He cannot tolerate other gods, just as a jealous husband cannot endure a rival in his own home. So if the commandment about graven images is an appendix or part of the First Commandment, then one can clearly conclude that images are forbidden only to the extent that people make other gods from them.

(IV) In Exod. 20:23 is added: “You shall not make gods of silver to be with Me, nor shall you make for yourselves gods of gold.” Lev. 19:4: “Do not turn to idols nor make for yourselves molten gods; I am Jehovah your God.” Here it is apparant that the making of gold or silver images is forbidden only in this respect: that they not be gods, that is, that they not be set forth for idolatry.

(V) Lest any doubt remain, we cite the explanation of this commandment given in Lev. 26:1: “You shall not make for yourselves idols” ([image: ], “worthless gods”; some derive the Hebrew word from “vanity” or “foolishness”; others claim it is a saying like [image: ], “not God”), “and you shall not erect for yourselves a graven image and pillar [statua], and you shall not set up a painted stone in your land to bow down to it, for I am Jehovah your God.” What seems to have been divided in Exodus 20 by a soph pasuq here is tied together so that the words constitute one and the same sentence. In Exod. [20:4–5] we read: [image: ] (“You shall not make yourself a graven image; you shall not bow down”). Here [Lev. 26:1] it is expressed: [image: ][image: ] (“You shall not make for yourselves idols or an image, etc., to bow down to it”). This one passage ought to end this entire controversy, because it shows very clearly that the making of images is forbidden in a certain respect, namely, for worship and bowing down.

From this passage we also take the following argument. The making of graven images is forbidden in the same way that erecting pillars and setting up stones are forbidden. But now, not every erecting of pillars and stones is forbidden, only the idolatrous ones. Therefore not every making of images is forbidden, but only the idolatrous ones. The minor premise is confirmed by the examples of those who both before the promulgation of the Law and after it erected pillars and set up stones (Gen. 28:18; 31:45; 35:14; Josh. 24:[26]; 1 Sam. 7:12).

(VI) Finally, in Deut. 4:15[–19] this command is repeated:


Therefore beware for your souls very carefully (since you saw no image on the day when Jehovah spoke to you), lest you corrupt your ways and make a carved image for yourselves, or the image of any semblance, the likeness of male or female, the likeness of any animal that is on the earth, the likeness of any winged bird that flies through the sky, the likeness of anything that creeps on the ground, the likeness of any fish that is in the water under the earth. And do not lift up your eyes to the sky, seeing the sun and the moon, and bowing down and worshiping them, etc.



In addition to expressing clearly to what end the making of graven images is forbid-den—that we do not bow down to them—this passage also supplies twofold proof for our position. Either all the species of images enumerated here are simply forbidden or are only forbidden with respect to their purpose, namely, worship. If the first is true, then there should not be any image of man, bird, fish, or animal. Also, because the command is a general one, they cannot be allowed even in private homes, in medical books, on coins, or on insignias, which is absurd. If the second is true, then our position is successfully proved. Again, the making of graven images is forbidden in the same way as we are forbidden to lift our eyes to heaven and to look at the sun and the moon and the stars and all the host of heaven (for the judgment about equal things is the same [de paribus enim idem est judicium]). Yet certainly looking up at the sky and seeing the sun and the moon and the stars is forbidden only with respect to a faulty purpose, namely, idolatrous worship. Therefore only the idolatrous making of graven images is forbidden by God’s commandment.

§ 66. Now that these foundations for our interpretation have been drawn from the heart of the text, we can add to them the following points taken from other passages of Scripture and from the matter itself.

(1) Whatever God Himself has done and has ordered to be done is not morally forbidden in the Law. (The Law is the norm of the divine will and, indeed, is immovable. Therefore it cannot be said that God does or commands things that conflict with the norm of His Law.) But now, God Himself made images and commanded that images be made. On the mountain in Exod. 25:40 He shows Moses an image of the tabernacle. In Num. 21:[8] He orders a brazen serpent to be erected so that, when those who had been bitten by the fiery serpents would look at it, they would be healed. In Exod. 35:30[–35], Bezalel and Oholiab are filled with the Spirit of God, wisdom, intelligence, and knowledge in every craft to design and make artwork in gold and silver, etc. Here belong the prophetic visions of the Old and New Testaments.

(2) What nature itself does is not simply hateful to God. I am speaking here about nature as it was established, not as it has been corrupted by sin in man. In the definition of philosophers, nature is the ordinary power [potentia ordinaria] of God. Consequently, whatever nature, such as it is, does is not hateful to God. But now, the entire universe is filled with figures and images. The image that emanates from a body is received in water, in a mirror, etc. In the upper regions of the atmosphere various phenomena are formed, such as rainbows, meteors [trabes], conflicting hosts, crosses, sun dogs [parelii], moon dogs [paraselenae], etc. Socrates ([Hist. tripart.,] bk. 2, ch. 24) reports that the sign of the Savior appeared in the east when a meteor [columna] shaped like a cross was seen in the sky and stirred up great wonder in those who gazed at it. Hemmingius notes that the same image of Christ with a crown of thorns was seen in the sky in 1561. Fincelius testifies that similar signs were seen in 1549, 1554, 1559. Our knowledge comes through representations [species] which they call “intelligible” and which are nothing else but inner, spiritual, and nonmaterial images.

(3) Whatever God Himself instituted as part of Levitical worship is not forbidden by the moral Law; otherwise the moral and ceremonial laws would conflict with each other. But now, God Himself instituted that images were made in the tabernacle, such as the cherubim (Exod. 25:18), the pomegranates (Exod. 28:33), etc. Also relevant here are the various images in the temple of Solomon (1 Kings 6–7; 2 Chronicles 3–4). It is clear that those did not displease God at all from the fact that the glory of God miraculously filled that temple (1 Kings 8:11).

(4) Whatever was a free matter for the Israelites is not forbidden simply by any moral law. Yet the use of images was a free matter to the Israelites. This is apparent not only from the various images in the temple of Solomon but also especially from the account of Joshua 22. The Reubenites, Gadites, and the half-tribe of Mannaseh built an altar “at the frontier of the land of Canaan in the region about the Jordan” (v. 11). For that they were accused by the other tribes of Israelites as if they were transgressors of God’s Law (v. 16). But when they explained their reasons for having done that—that they did it not for an idolatrous act of worship but as a memorial (v. 27)—this was pleasing in the eyes of the children of Israel (v. 33). The ark of the Lord could tolerate with it the golden mice and the five gold tumors because they were not presented for idolatrous worship. But the idol of Dagon fell from the face of the ark since it was an idolatrous statue (1 Samuel 5–6). At the time of Solomon, God was able to endure the molded oxen in the temple, but He despised the bullocks in Bethel and Dan because they were set forth for idolatry [1 Kings 12:25–33]. Obviously these were not different in terms of their shapes but only in terms of their purpose. Regarding the shekel of the temple which the Israelites used, it is reported that on one side it had an image of Aaron’s rod and on the other a small holder of incense.

(5) Whatever the early church of the New Testament used with freedom is not forbidden by the voice of the moral Law because the moral Law binds Christians in the New Testament no less than it bound the Israelites in the Old Testament. Yet the use of images in the early church of the New Testament was considered a free matter. 1 Cor. 8:4: “An idol is nothing in the world.” The apostle is teaching that the eating of meat sacrificed to idols does not of itself contaminate a Christian because “an idol is nothing in the world” in such a way that those who do not consider it an idol can tolerate it without staining their conscience. If Christians can tolerate an idol in this way, then we, even more, can tolerate and even have images of the saints in our temples. In Acts 27–28 Paul travels on a ship of Alexandria whose figurehead was an image of Castor and Pollux [cf. Acts 28:11].

The objections of our opponents: First, that images were prohibited in the temple.

§ 67. (I) Ursinus (Catech., part 3, p. 718) makes the objection that his own opinion and that of his people is not that the Law of God simply prohibits likenesses, statues,10 and images to be made or had, but that it prohibits only those statues and images: (a) that are made for representing God or for worshiping Him; (b) that are placed in temples, at crossroads, or anywhere for the worship of God or for dangerous decoration. On the other hand, [they claim that] some were allowed: the likenesses of creatures which were outside the temple, away from the peril and appearance of idolatry, superstition, and offense; images for political use, that is, for historical or symbolic use or even for honorable decoration. Thus also the men of Kassel say ([Fabronius,] Antiq. fides Cattorum, p. 89): “In a private home one may have images of the apostles, but as soon as they are set up in a temple, you are practicing idolatry through them.”

We respond. (1) Because God is spirit and also His essence is invisible and infinite, He cannot be depicted in Himself [per se] nor as far as His essence is concerned. Because He is like no created thing, no image of any created thing should be depicted so as to represent God by it, especially since this has been forbidden by a clear commandment (Deut. 4:15). In this respect none of us contradicts Ursinus. But the axes, hatchets, handspikes, and mallets of our opponents who quarrel over images show that they claim that even pictures of the historical manifestations in which the Holy Three revealed Himself are forbidden. But they will never be able to prove this from the words of the Law of Moses. For this restriction is not added: “You will not make for yourself an image or a likeness by which to represent the manifestation of God or such things by which God revealed Himself.” Furthermore, this restriction cannot be proved from either the verses preceding or following. Rather, all images are forbidden in general in a certain respect and purpose, namely, that they not be adored and worshiped. Even if such an image were never painted or sculpted, and even if it were never set before man’s eyes, nevertheless whenever we hear those manifestations of God read where the Father revealed Himself in the form of the Ancient of Days (Dan. 7:13), the Son in the assumed flesh (1 Tim. 3:16), and the Holy Spirit in the form of a dove (Matt. 3:16), and where He offered Himself to the eyes of man as if He wanted to be seen—when, I say, we hear those manifestations recited or read them in Scripture, then immediately our mind forms such images within itself. For intelligible representations [species intelligibiles] are nothing other than spiritual and internal images of things.


** Whatever things are piously described in words, and according to the tenor of that description are then impressed upon the mind as if on a mirror, and according to that concept of the mind are brought out for others that they, too, may perceive them—those things can also be painted with brush and paints and placed before people’s eyes no less piously, so that exactly the same likeness and not a different one is conceived by the mind, whether through the eyes in the case of a picture or through the ears by expressed words. To this we can apply Paul’s statement (Gal. 3:1): “before whose eyes Jesus Christ was publicly portrayed as crucified” (Dr. Mentzer, Disp. 2, contra Pierium., coroll. 2). **



Therefore a picture of those manifestations properly and of itself bears no immediate danger when they are depicted for the purpose of reminding and decoration and not for worshiping.

Rather, our opponents should look to see whether or not they themselves are erecting an idol in the hearts of their hearers (Ezek. 14:7) when they impress upon [their listeners] an image of God different from that which He Himself has manifested in His Word by teaching that He, by an absolute decree, has vowed eternal destruction for the majority of humanity; that He offers His Word to many whom He nevertheless does not seriously want to be converted; that there never was a time when He wanted to have mercy on all.

Furthermore, if the historical depiction of divine manifestations has simply been forbidden by the Law of God, by what right does [Peter] Martyr (commentary on 1 Kings 7; Loci comm., class. 2, ch. 5, § 10) concede that “Christ can be depicted as far as His human nature is concerned”? Yet he is contradicted by Beza with hostility when [Beza] publicly confesses (Coll. Mompelg., p. 418) that he “wholeheartedly detests the image of the Crucified [crucifixi].” Nevertheless he admits (Coll. Mompelg., p. 420) that depicting the manifestation of the Father in the form of the Ancient of Days is not a sin but an adiaphoron.

(2) Where is the restriction added that one may have images in his home but not in a temple? The words of the Law are general: “You shall not make any graven image nor any likeness.” And were not the cherubim and many other images in the temple by the very instruction of God? Even if the Jews were not allowed to bring any images into the temple at Jerusalem (which, from Josephus, bk. 18, ch. 15, they seem to have claimed), that [law] nevertheless, being ceremonial, would have become antiquated and would have been abrogated long ago in the New Testament. The nature [ratio] of the temples that we use is entirely ceremonial; therefore whatever is granted to us as Christians outside our temples is not forbidden inside our temples by a moral law. Solomon made cast oxen in the temple (1 Kings 7:25). Jeroboam erected his golden calves outside the temple, at Dan and Bethel (1 Kings 12:28–29). Nevertheless God approved Solomon’s cast oxen and condemned the golden calves of Jeroboam.

That it is not lawful to depict the manifestations of God.

§ 68. (II) Ursinus goes on and makes the objection (p. 720):


Indeed, God is permitted to reveal Himself in whatever way He wishes, but no created thing is allowed to represent God by a sign which God Himself has not ordered. Next, those representations [species] had the promise of God’s presence and audience, something we cannot say about the likenesses which imitate those manifestations. Finally, those representations are transitory; they remained only so long as God wanted to use them to reveal Himself. Therefore people could not take them over for idolatry. But statues and pictures which people make to represent the divine manifestations have not been ordained by God to serve as manifestations of God or even to represent those manifestations. Hence they are an object of and occasion for idolatry.



We respond. (1) Although God has not commanded us to depict those manifestations, He has not forbidden us to depict them. Therefore it is an adiaphoron and has been left to the realm of Christian liberty.

(2) We are not saying that God Himself or the very essence of God is represented [repraesentari] by those pictures, which cannot and should not happen. Thus in the Council of Elvira (canon 36) there is the correct prohibition “that that which is worshiped and adored should not be painted on walls.” However, those things in which God has revealed Himself and has displayed Himself to be seen (so to speak) are depicted.

(3) Although those representations had the testimony of a special presence of God for them, which a picture of those representations lacks, one cannot infer from this that expressing those manifestations is simply and absolutely forbidden. [Peter] Martyr has conceded that, as regards His human nature, Christ can be depicted. Undoubtedly, Martyr does not think that the personal indwelling of the Word is in such a picture, though he is necessarily forced to attribute this indwelling to the assumed flesh in which the Word manifested Himself.

(4) Adoration was not directed, nor should it be directed, to those representations in which God revealed Himself, but rather to God, who revealed Himself in them. (However, the exception is Christ’s assumed flesh. Since it is personally united with the Word, Christ as God and man is to be glorified with a single adoration.)

(5) Those historical pictures of and by themselves are not an object and occasion for idolatry, or else they would receive religious worship in our churches too; for what is proper11 for anything of itself is proper always and in every [case].

On the basis of these points, an easy response to the objections of Ursinus can be given. His objections all depend on the assumption that images are forbidden simply and that they are of themselves a cause of idolatry.

Third, that the command about making images was specific.

§ 69. (III) Ursinus (p. 728) rises up against the foundations of our position set out above in this way: (1) “God’s command given to Moses about making the cherubim and the example of Solomon decorating God’s temple with various likenesses were specific.”

We respond. We are not saying that images are necessary in churches just as they were necessary for Moses, who received a particular command about them. What we are saying is that they can be allowed, and we draw this conclusion correctly from those testimonies; for God neither commands nor allows what the moral Law has simply forbidden.

Second, that those images could not easily have been used for idolatry.

(2) “Those images could not easily have been used for idolatry.” Others add: “The cherubim were in the Holy of Holies, and thus were out of people’s sight.”

We respond. Is it not true that the brazen serpent became an occasion for idolatry with the passage of time? 2 Kings 18:4: “Hezekiah broke into pieces the brazen serpent that Moses had made, for until those days the people of Israel had burned incense to it.” Or were other images in the tabernacle of Moses and the temple of Solomon not forbidden to be in the sight of all the people? The purity and integrity of the Word are the only truly certain remedy for avoiding idolatry. So long as the purity of the Word stands, there will be no danger from images. When the integrity of the Word has fallen into ruin, there will be a headlong slide into idolatry even if no statues or images exist. The sun, moon, stars, and all the host of heaven have been an occasion for idolatry. Therefore they should strike down those creations of God from the heavens! Moreover, we are not defending those statues which easily give an occasion for idolatry; we only want our adversaries to concede that images are not simply and absolutely forbidden by divine Law.

Third, that the images of the Old Testament were types.

(3) “The images in the Old Testament were types, but now all types have been removed through the coming of Christ.”

We respond. To be sure, those images were part of the Levitical worship and therefore were necessary, which we do not claim about our historical images. Although images in the New Testament are not types of things to come, nevertheless they can be reminders of things past.

§ 70. Therefore it should remain firmly established that the Law of God does not simply and absolutely prohibit all making of images, and thus not every use of images is forbidden. Would that the 338 fathers of the Seventh Council of Constantinople under Constantine Copronymus in AD 753 (or, as others wish it, AD 755) had considered this more carefully when they condemned not only the worship of images but even the images themselves and forbade them to be made. The words of the decree read as follows: “Anyone who from this day dares to make for himself an image or to worship one in church or to set one up in a private dwelling or to keep one secretly, he is to be deposed if he is a bishop or deacon; on the other hand, if he is a hermit or a layman, let him be stricken with an anathema and be subjected to the imperial laws as one who has broken the divine decrees and does not observe dogmas.” In the previous century there was one who resolved to imitate their example, Andreas Carlstadt (about whom Philipp [Melanchthon], in a letter to Frid. Myconius prefixed to the book De eucharist., writes that he was “a savage man, devoid of talent, learning, and common sense, whose manifest signs of impiety have become evident,” etc.). In 1522 he again started an iconoclastic war in Wittenberg while Luther was hiding in his Patmos; he was not afraid to tear down the images out of the temples with his iron fist. (See also Sleidanus, Hist., bk. 3; and Luther, Jena German [1563], vol. 2, fols. 68ff.)12

** Quirinus Reuter (Aphor. theol., Heidelberg, 1601, part 3, thesis 39): “Has a full century not been enough for those diligent” (Lutheran) “pastors to eradicate these thorns? In fact, let [images] be put out of sight that the memory of them might be erased from the minds [of the people]. Therefore let the stone of stumbling be removed once for all rather than always having to warn wayfarers about the danger of falling.” **

It is no secret how many uproars iconoclasm stirred up in previous years in France, Belgium, and even in some places in Germany.

Ursinus (Catech., p. 726) points out that there are two things to be carefully observed in the abolition of images and statues: (1) That teaching about the true worship of God precede the abolition of idols. He says, “Let the doctrine come first, and idols will fall on their own.” (2) “Statues should not be removed by private citizens but by public author-ity—either of the magistrates or of the people, provided that they have public authority—and in places where the church has authority to act [imperium].” But he himself should have seen whether this has everywhere and always been carefully observed by the people of his faith. Beza (Colloq. Mompelg., f. 398) is forced to admit that things of this sort were done with some zeal in France when uproars and civil wars occurred, but not according to knowledge, because they went too far.

§ 71. Before we set forth our position about images, we need to make a distinction among images.


** Some images are licit; others are illicit. The illicit ones are either indecent or super stitious. The indecent are either unchaste, such as those of Venus and Bacchus; or lying, such as those of Christopher and Catherine. Of licit images, some are symbolic; others, historical. The latter are either political, such as paintings and carvings for ornamentation and for remembrance, wherever we see them; or sacred, taken from the accounts of Holy Writ, such as types and apparitions. (Backmeister) **



(1) Some are idolatrous. (2) Some are indecent and obscene. Ambrosius Catharinus writes: “In the greatest temples and chapels of Italy, I have come across pictures of such immorality that whatever nature hides for shame can be contemplated not to arouse devotion but to arouse the passion of his dead flesh.” (3) Some are superstitious and fanciful. (4) Some are of types. (5) Some are historical. (6) Some were created for ornamentation. We say that idolatrous and indecent pictures or statues should be abolished through the political administration. Neither should superstitious and fanciful images be tolerated in church buildings unless perhaps we wish to see in them a witness of the idol-madness of earlier times; to this end they could be kept in private. Images of types are characteristic of the Old Testament. Christian liberty does not repudiate historical images nor those which were created as decoration. However, here we would have people observe the following theorems:

(I) As it is required elsewhere, Christian prudence is especially required here, lest we give offense to the weak by an untimely use of adiaphora. Yet we must not yield even for a moment to those who slip in to test our Christian freedom (Gal. 2:4). The apostle bids the Corinthians not to provoke God concerning idolatry by their knowledge (1 Cor. 10:22). However, at the same time he declares that “an idol is nothing” (1 Cor. 8:4).

(II) Chemnitz writes with gravity (Loci, part 2, p. 105): “In the case of images we should beware all opportunities for idolatry which can arise from them. Experience of all times of the Old and New Testaments shows that images and statues have provided the opportunities and seedbeds for idolatry, and that corruptions of the divine Word have invariably arisen from the indifferent use of images in the course of time.”13

(III) An excessive amount of expensive images is something to be avoided, lest what Bernard complains of happens (Apolog. ad Guilelmum abbatem, col. 1134): “The church shines magnificently on its walls but is lacking with regard to its poor; she clothes her stones with gold but leaves her sons naked; and she gladdens the eyes of the wealthy at the expense of the needy.”

(IV) One must be very careful that no part of divine worship is thought to consist in [images] or that we think that they bring a sort of holiness to a place; nor should one imagine that God has bound Himself to images so that He hears better and is more effective there than elsewhere.

(V) The use of images should be considered among the bodily exercises which Paul says are useful to some degree (1 Tim. 4:8). As Chemnitz writes ([Loci,] De imag., ch. 2, p. 108): “For God has given the Scripture to be the means for instruction, for admonition, and for arousing devotion. Silent images should in no wise be compared to this means.”14

(VI) Historical paintings and sculptures are to be deemed more appropriate than those massive statues and colossi.

** The use of images is twofold: licit and illicit. The use is illicit, or superstitious, when images are connected to ungodliness, and this happens in two ways: (a) Formally, when there is some ungodliness in the actual picture or image, for example, one that expresses the nature and essence of God. (b) Finally, when an image is set forth for adoration so that it is worshiped or God is worshiped in it. The licit use of images is also twofold: political or ecclesiastical. The political, or symbolic, use is that use which reminds us about the thing that is represented by that likeness for political purposes, such as the etching of the emperor on a coin. Christ approves this use in Matthew 22. The ecclesiastical use is typical or historical. The typical use flourished in the Old Testament and now has ceased. An example of this was the brazen serpent, etc. The historical use occurs when images are used as a memorial for historical deeds or as decoration. **

§ 72. Provided that these and similar conditions are met, the use of images is permissible and indifferent. When we defend this use against iconoclasts, our concern is not so much for the images as it is for Christian freedom. You see, because no moral law forbids having images, surely urging their abolition as necessary takes Christian freedom captive. Although some statues and images surviving from the papacy once were idolatrous, it does not follow that it is simply necessary for them to be removed, because once the idolatry has been removed, they can freely be retained as reminders or decorations. The sun, moon, and stars once were the material for the heathens’ idolatry; nevertheless they are and remain good creations of God. Our adversaries cite God’s command fiercely (Deut. 7:25): “The graven images of the Canaanites you must burn with fire.” But this was a particular command, as was also the one in v. 24 where they are ordered to slaughter the Canaanites. In Acts 17:23 Paul certainly did not destroy the altar of the Athenians that was inscribed “to the unknown god,” nor did he tear down the sails of the ship whose figurehead was an image of Castor and Pollux (Acts 28:[11]). It is quite in vain when some people urge the words of the Law (Lev. 26:1): “You shall not bow down in their presence [coram],” and try to argue that not only must we not worship images but not even worship in their presence. In fact, because we should worship everywhere (1 Tim. 2:8), it would also follow that we should not tolerate images in private buildings, lest by chance we worship in their presence and thus violate God’s command. “To worship before [coram] images” is a phrase of Scripture meaning that prayer is addressed to images, or that, along with giving them a face, we are also giving them a heart or thinking that prayers poured out before images are heard more clearly than in another place; but this is foreign both to us and to our churches. Paul was carried on a ship whose figurehead was Castor and Pollux (Acts 28:11). Can we really suppose that Paul did not pray aboard that ship? What of the fact that 1 Cor. 8:4 allows Christians (provided that it does not offend the weak) to eat food sacrificed to idols, food that was consumed in the very temples of the heathen, which were most specifically referred to idols? Much less will it be forbidden to worship in places where images of Christ and of the saints are kept, yet in such a way that prayer is by no means directed to the images themselves.

The reasons why we defend the use of images.

§ 73. As we have mentioned, the primary reason why we defend the use of images is Christian freedom. Several secondary reasons are added, seeing that their helpfulness in temples15 is not to be dismissed: (1) in reminding; (2) in stirring up affection; (3) in decorating, etc., as Schroeder has shown in detail (treatise De imaginib., q. 1, theses 86ff.). Gregory of Nyssa (on Song of Songs): “Not infrequently have I seen the account of the Passion, nor is it without tears that I have gone through a scripture of this sort.” Gregory (bk. 9, Letter 9 ad Serenum):


We certainly do praise you for forbidding the adoration of the images of saints, but we censure you for having destroyed them. Tell me, brother, when has it ever been heard that a priest did what you did? After all, it is one thing to adore a painting; it is another to learn what one should adore through the story a painting depicts. You see, a painting offers to the simple what Scripture provides for its readers, because the ignorant see in the very picture what they ought to be following. Those who do not know their letters read pictures.



Cyril (Contra Julianum, bk. 6), after listing the benefits given to us by Christ on the cross, adds: “The salutary tree makes us remember all these things and encourages us to ponder how, just as One died and rose again for all, so the living no longer live unto themselves.” Basil (Sermon in s. 40 martyres): “Flowers in the church entice me to watch. I contemplate the bravery of the martyrs, I consider the rewards of their crowns, and I am kindled as with fire with a desire to imitate them.” The Scholastics say that images are for instructing the uneducated people, for reminding the memory, and for stirring up meditation and devotion. Consequently, the early church used them freely, not merely in private buildings but also in temples. (Schroeder also treats this in detail in theses 77ff.) Augustine (De consens. evang., bk. 1, ch. 10) mentions that “in many places everywhere painted likenesses of Christ are found between Peter and Paul.” Eusebius reports the same thing (Hist., bk. 7, ch. 14). Tertullian (De pudicit.) mentions “pictures on eucharistic chalices of Christ carrying the lost sheep back on His shoulders.” In regard to the image of Meletius, Chrysostom says (Oration in Melet.): “They have painted it on rings, cups, walls, and everywhere.” All the fathers speak of the image of the cross. The Supplementum of Nauclerus reports that the basilica of St. Sophia in Constantinople under the Christian emperors was decorated with pictures of the entire account of the Lord’s Passion. In 1509, when the Turks converted it into a Mohammadan mosque, they plastered over all those paintings. However, in a great earthquake, all that plaster was knocked off so that the account of the Passion once again was clearly revealed.

Nevertheless the Papists extend the use of images farther than setting them up as books for the laity. Guilelmus Peraldus, a Frenchman and a well-known member of the Order of Preachers in the thirteenth century, writes in the book he calls Summa virtutum et vitiorum (vol. 1, ch. 3): “As the Scriptures are the literature of the clergy, so paintings and sculpture are the literature of the laity.” Laelius Zecchius, in his book on cases of conscience (vol. 2, ch. 90, art. 18, p. 609): “It is useful for the Scriptures to be placed in churches to foster and increase a love for God and the saints, to preserve the faith, because images are considered as books for those who do not know letters. Because of those images, such people are drawn to a knowledge, remembrance, and imitation of divine things.” François Feuardentius (in his book of homilies, p. 16): “From contemplating images the unsophisticated and unlettered easily and quickly learn those divine works and miracles which they scarcely or never could understand from the sacred books.”

We are forbidden to worship images.

§ 74. Thus far we have shown that the appendix to the First Commandment about not making graven images by no means simply abrogates every use of images, especially in the New Testament. Rather, it forbids a certain species of idolatry which is committed through images. So it is lawful to have images, but not to worship them, for Exod. 20:4 clearly forbids the adoration and worship of graven images. The discussion here does not concern civil reverence [civili cultu] or an external show of giving honor, such as how [our] temples and their vessels and equipment are usually considered and treated “decently” [1 Cor. 14:40]. Rather, it concerns religious worship [cultu religioso] which pertains to the First Tablet of the Decalogue and is practiced by adoration, showing reverence, greeting, sacrificing, etc.

Chemnitz (Exam. Conc. Trid., part 4, ch. De imag.)16 eruditely shows that the worship of images is so forbidden by the word of the holy Law that no loophole is left for escaping or eluding it: (1) It enumerates graven and molten images, the setting up of pillars [statua], the erection of stones, and, using the general word [image: ], any likeness or image which expresses or represents a figure with any effigy in any way out of any material. (2) The things of which a likeness or image is forbidden to be made and used for worship are listed in such a way that again there is no open loophole for an exception, for it says “of those things which are in the heavens above or on the earth below or which are under the waters beneath the earth” [Exod. 20:4]. In heaven are God, the angels, the spirits of the blessed; beneath the earth are the demons; on earth are animals and people; under the waters, fish, etc. (3) In two words every kind of worship of religious objects is forbidden: “You shall neither bow down to them nor worship them” [v. 5]. The first verb, which indicates bending the body, includes every external gesture and ritual of worship while the second verb entails the inner affections and devotions of worship. (4) Scripture adds this explanation: it is called the “worship of other gods” even if that worship of images is refered to a prototype—whether to the things signified through the images or to God Himself. Oh, that such religious worship of images which is contrary to God’s clear prohibition had not been accepted into the church and would not still be tolerated therein! However, we see that what usually happens to farmers has happened on this issue. Basil uses this analogy (Letter 41): “When they work to correct the bent branch of a sapling, they mistakenly bend it too far in the other direction.” Even so, the debates of the previous centuries against the iconoclasts strayed finally into idol worship.

Proponents of the worship of images.

§ 75. In 788 (or 787, according to some), Empress Irene convoked the [Second] Council of Nicaea after she, following the advice of the Roman pontiff’s legates, exiled those who the year before had attacked the worship of images in the [Seventh] Council of Constantinople, and [she] protected herself with her army. Approximately 350 bishops, abbots, and monks gathered there according to Paul the Deacon (Rer. Roman., bk. 23) and Sigebertus (Chron.), who cites the letters of Pope Adrian to Patriarch Tarasius of Constantinople. These letters exhort Tarasius to go ahead and worship and adore venerable images, first, of the human figure of the Christ of God, who is ours and became incarnate like us, for us, and through us; second, of the true Virgin, the mother of God; and, finally, of all His saints. All the fathers of that council testified that they approved of Adrian’s opinion. This second Synod of Nicaea is called by the Greeks “the Seventh Ecumenical Council.”

A little later, however, in 794, Charlemagne called a synod at Frankfurt because of the heresy of Felix (that Christ is the adopted Son of God according to His human nature). In that synod, Pope Adrian sought to have the proceedings of the Synod of Nicaea confirmed, but the fathers of this synod (of Frankfurt) refused to do so without proper scrutiny. So they set up an inquiry and compared the decrees of both councils—of the former [council] which, under Constantine Copyronomus, had totally condemned and rejected images so that neither making nor having them was allowed, as well as of the latter [council] which under the Empress Irene had insisted that images should not only be had but even be adored and worshiped. Those fathers then put forward and accepted a middle position, that it is not of itself [per se] ungodly or unlawful to have images in temples and private places, but that worshiping them and venerating them is foreign to the Christian faith and congruent with heathen superstition. Therefore they censured the decrees of Pope Adrian and of the Greeks regarding the worship of images. In this council, bishops, priests, abbots, and monks gathered from France, Italy, and Germany (Aventinus, Annal., bk. 4; Regino, bk. 2; Blondus, bk. 1, decade 2).

However, this moderation did not meet with the approval of the Roman popes. Therefore in the Council of Trent they confirmed the proceedings of the Second Council of Nicaea and passed the following decree:


This holy synod orders that likenesses of Christ, of the virgin mother of God, and of the other saints be kept and retained especially in temples, and they should receive due honor and veneration not because we believe that there is some divinity or power in them for which we are to worship them; nor because they should be asked for something; nor because trust should be put in images, as was once done by the heathen who placed their hope in idols—but because the honor that is shown to them is transferred to the prototypes that they represent, so that through the images which we kiss and before which we bare our heads and prostrate ourselves we worship Christ and venerate the saints of whom the images bear resemblance. This has been sanctioned by the decrees of the councils against opponents of images, especially [the decrees] of the Second Council of Nicaea.



The arguments against the religious worship of images.

§ 76. Against the Papists we use this argument: All idolatry conflicts with the First Commandment. The religious worship of images in the Papist churches is idolatry. Therefore the religious worship of images in the Papist churches conflicts with the First Commandment. We proved the truth of the major premise earlier [§ 60]. Our opponents sternly deny the minor premise and try to remove every suspicion of idolatry from themselves. Pistorius (Hodeg., p. 292): “The catholic” (i.e., Roman) “church has never made idols out of images nor ever attributed any divinity to them; on the contrary, she has drawn her children back from idolatry with great care.” Of course, this means what Bellarmine teaches (De imag. sanct., bk. 2, ch. 5) [where he says] that there must be a distinction between image and idol in this way:


An image is a true likeness of a thing, as when we paint a person or a horse, etc. An idol is a false likeness which represents that which actually does not exist, as when the heathen erected statues of Venus or Minerva. These signs were idols because they represented deities of the feminine gender, deities which do not and cannot exist. Therefore they were not representing reality but were false images, since that which does not exist cannot be represented.



From this he concludes that images of Christ and of the saints are not idols, and thus no idolatry is committed through the worship of those images. What value this distinction has we shall explain later [§ 84] after we have first confirmed our argument.

Whether or not idolatry is committed through the worship of images.

§ 77. Therefore we confirm the minor premise of our syllogism: (1) From the disputations of the Papists on the worship of images. (2) From the actual practice employed in their churches.

The Council of Trent decreed that images of Christ, of blessed Mary, and of the saints should be kept and retained in their churches, and that due honor and veneration be given to them. However, the council did not define what is such honor and veneration which is due to images (for the addition “through the images which we kiss and before which we bare our heads and prostrate ourselves we worship Christ and venerate the saints of whom the images bear resemblance” is still ambiguous). Therefore one must seek a more detailed clarification of this worship (1) from the proceedings of the [Second] Council of Nicaea, (2) from the Scholastics, and (3) from the writings of the Papists.

The fathers of Trent appeal to the decrees of the Second Council of Nicaea and claim that they stand on its opinion. Therefore it is right for us to learn what they teach about the worship of images from the decrees of that synod. They say that one should worship and adore images, but they add that this should not be understood as referring to worship17 but to a sort of reverent adoration. How do they explain this? Theodosius (Act. 1) says: “I greet and venerate the image of Mary so that her aid, protection, and intercession may help me, a sinner, night and day. I invoke it as one that has such power from Christ. Furthermore, I also venerate the images of the saints—not as gods, but rather I show the affection and desire of my mind that I have for them and implore them all with my whole spirit to intercede to God on my behalf,” etc. Act. 2 cites this spurious statement of Basil: “I embrace the virgin mother of God, the saints, the prophets, the apostles, and martyrs, who make supplications to God on my behalf, so that through their mediation God may have mercy on me and freely bestow upon me the forgiveness of my sins. For this reason I both honor the histories of those images and openly adore them.” Therefore the synod teaches that images should be adored for this reason: that through the mediation of the saints to whom the images belong, God may have mercy on us and grant us the remission of our sins. The proceedings of that synod also list various miracles, such as how painted images spoke, cured the sick, avenged those who held them in contempt, kept candles from going out, etc. The letter of Adrian says: “The Israelites were saved from pestilence by looking upon the brazen serpent; heaven forbid that, contemplating and venerating the images of Christ and of the saints, we doubt that we are saved.” In the same letter he commends the opinion of Patriarch Tarasius of Constantinople and orders him to go ahead and worship and adore venerable images of Christ, the virgin mother of God, and the saints. The reader should look at the proceedings of this council, which are described at length in the volumes of the councils, to elucidate the nature of the opinions and worship of images which the Council of Trent tries to establish and foist upon God’s church when it appeals to the Seventh Council.

§ 78. The disputations of the Scholastics about the worship of images are varied. Robertus Holcottus (lecture 53 on Wisdom) admits: “The fact that people prostrate themselves before idols has a great affinity with idolatry.” Therefore he warns us to be careful “that people not be taught to worship God before stones and wood.” Durandus (Sent., 3, dist. 9, q. 2) and Biel (In canonem missae, lect. 49) openly say that “images should not be adored with worship [adoratione latriae], whether they are considered in themselves according as they are wood, stone, or metal or according to the nature of sign and image.”

However, others disapprove of their moderation. Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 25, art. 3), Alexander of Hales ([Summa,] part 3, q. 3, memb. 3, art. 3), Bonaventure (Sentent., 3, dist. 9, art. 1, q. 2), Albertus, Richardus, Capreolus, Marsilius, Almainus, and many others claim ([in their Sent.,] same dist.) “that we owe the same honor to the image and the exemplar, and accordingly images of the Holy Trinity, of Christ, and of the cross should be adored with worship [cultu latriae].” Thomas uses the following argument:


We give worship [cultum latriae] to Him in whom we place our hope for salvation; but now, we place the hope of our salvation in the cross of Christ. For the church sings: “Hail, O cross, our only hope in this Passiontide; increase the righteousness of the devout and give them pardon for their guilt.”18 Therefore the cross of Christ is to be adored with worship. Furthermore, the Philosopher says that the same activity happens to the image as to the thing of which it is an image. Furthermore, the amount of adoration of something is the reason or excellence for which it is adored; but now, the reason for adoring an image is none other than the excellence of its exemplar. Therefore the exact same reverence is owed to the image as to the exemplar.



Bonaventure says: “Because the image of Christ was introduced to represent Him who was crucified for us and does not present itself to us for its own sake but for His, therefore all the reverence that is offered to it is offered to Christ. Consequently, worship should be presented to the image of Christ.”

They say that high veneration [cultus hyperduliae] is owed to the image of Mary and veneration [cultus duliae] is owed to the images of the other saints. Henricus (Quodlibet. 10, q. 6) teaches the same as the others but adds that no image should be adored with worship since an image of Christ is not of Him as God but of Him as man.

§ 79. It remains for us to inquire into what the more recent Papist writers claim about this subject. Cajetan (In Thomam, part 3, q. 25, art. 3) accepts and defends the same opinion: that the same reverence is owed to an image as to its exemplar.

** Catharinus (De imaginibus): “There is a debate even among Catholics over the worship and veneration of images themselves, whether, in addition to the aforementioned advantages and spiritual comforts which are taken from images, they may also be sculpted or painted for the purpose of being adored and some worship being given to them. For there are some who deny this and cry out that this is idolatry. They do not seem to be moved by useless arguments, nor [are they moved] without the authority of the fathers or even of the Scriptures.” Gregorius de Valentia ([Comm.,] vol. 4, disp. 1, q. 24, point 2, p. 467): “Images should be venerated in such a way that they themselves properly in some way of their own become the object of veneration, though not of themselves [per se] according as they consist of such a material and such a shape, but with regard to something else [per aliud], namely, by reason of their prototype. In this way, images are to be honored with the same honor as their prototype, and so images of Christ as man should be venerated with worship with regard to something else [per aliud].” Azorius (Instit., bk. 9, ch. 6, arts. 3 and 6): “It is an unchanging opinion of theologians that an image is to be honored and worshiped with the same honor and worship as that is worshiped of which it is an image. This is the opinion not only of Thomas alone but is accepted by the common consent of theologians.” For the approval of this opinion he cites the Council of Trent, whose voice Bellarmine says “is the voice of the catholic church which all Catholics follow as their teacher” (De just., bk. 1, ch. 12). **

Gregorius de Valentia ([Comm.,] vol. 3, disp. 6, q. 11, point 6) says:


It is certainly true that we generally affirm that the prototype itself and its image are honored with the same kind of dutiful honor, with the same emotion of the heart, that is, with the same intent of arousing high esteem. You see, to honor an image is to intend to arouse high esteem for its prototype in the presence of the image as a substitute for the prototype according to its representation. Therefore the same act of worship applies to both but in different respects. Gaining for itself a high estimation according to itself pertains to the prototype, but what pertains to the image is gaining an estimation of this kind for its prototype before itself and in itself as in a substitute, just as if the prototype were present as is the image itself, etc.



Lest anyone conclude from this that only the prototype is honored in this way and not the image, he adds:


Someone perhaps will say that, if venerating an image is venerating its prototype, then honor certainly is not given to the image, and it is not true to say that the image itself is honored but only the prototype is honored in its presence. We respond. It does not at all follow from this that the image itself is not also truly venerated (for it also is truly venerated with the same honor in its own way, namely, relatively). Instead, the only thing that follows from this is what we taught before, namely, that we do not honor an image in the same way as we do the prototype itself—on which alone we fix our mind and to whose excellence and dignity we testify by our veneration. Nevertheless the image is truly honored in its own way, namely, in the same way that the things themselves want to be honored, which are honored only with regard to something else.



He later explains this with the example of a royal legate who is honored in place of the king. Then he concludes: “Therefore not only do the heretics err who attack the veneration of images, but also they speak less circumspectly who, though they approve of the church’s custom of venerating images, nevertheless deny that they are being honored in the literal sense [proprie].” Again: “Images should be venerated with the honor owed their prototypes in the unique way that they should be venerated, namely, according as they are images. Consequently, images of Christ should be worshiped [coli debent latria].” Here he also appeals to the basic argument of Thomas that one and the same activity applies to the image and to the thing of which it is an image. Costerus (Enchirid., chs. 438–39): “No one else is honored in the image but the prototype itself. From this it follows clearly that every honor owed to the prototype can also be shown to the image.” Costerus’s Enchiridion has the approval of the faculty at Cologne, Trier, and of the Jesuits at Mainz.

§ 80. Some wish to appear more moderate. Alphonsus de Castro, in his study of the word imago [“image”], follows Durandus, saying that in no wise is an image to be worshiped in itself, but only the original should be worshiped in the presence of the image. Martinus Peresius (De traditionibus, treatise De imag.), Catharinus (treatise De imag.), and Sander (De imag., bk. 2, last chapter) claim that images themselves should be venerated properly in themselves, but with a lesser honor than the actual exemplar, and thus no image should be adored with worship [cultu latriae]. Bellarmine (De imag. sanctorum, bk. 2, chs. 21ff.) forms several propositions with which he explains his own opinion about the worship of images. The sum of them is that the worship owed to images properly and of itself is an imperfect worship which analogically and reductively pertains to the species of the worship that is owed to the exemplar. We shall discuss this matter in greater detail a little later [§ 89].

The practice of the papacy in the worship of images.

§ 81. Let us direct our attention to the practice, as to what sort of honor and worship is shown to images in Papist churches. Schroeder (De imagin., q. 2, theses 115ff.) sums it up in these main points: (1) Papists honor their images in their dedication. In the Pontificale, there are certain and prescribed formulae of benedictions with which they consecrate images. They bless the wood of the cross with these words: “We ask You, everlasting God, that You would bless this wood of the cross so that heartfelt penitence and the forgiveness of sins would be granted to all who bend their knees and implore Your majesty here.” Also: “May that wood of the cross be sanctified so that all who here pray and bow their heads before this cross for God’s sake may find healing of body and soul.” Again: “May You bless this wood of the cross that it may become a salutary remedy for humankind, a firm aid for the good works of faith, the redemption of souls, and a protection against the savage darts of our enemies.” An image of blessed Mary is consecrated with these words: “O God, sanctify this likeness of the blessed Virgin that she may bring assistance of salutary aid to Your faithful people, that thunder and lightning may be driven away more quickly if they become harmful and too strong, that the floods of rains or tumults of civil wars or the destruction brought on by unbelievers may be repressed at her presence.” In the blessing of the image of St. John, it says: “May this image cause a holy expulsion of demons, the advocacy of angels, the protection of the faithful; and may its intercession have great sway in this place.”

(2) [Papists honor their images] by giving them the name of their prototype. In the Sacrar. cerem. eccles. Rom. (bk. 1, tit. 7), in the consecration of the little wax image that they call “the Lamb of God,” they pray that “these unspotted lambs may receive the same power against all the devil’s wiles and the deceit of the wicked spirit by which the innocent Lamb, His Son, Jesus Christ, who was sacrificed on the altar of the cross, freed our flesh from the power of the devil.” Pope Urban V sent five little images of this kind to the eastern emperor and added these verses:


Balsam, pure wax, and a tide of chrism
Compose this Lamb, this great gift I make to you.
As if born from a spring and hallowed through
Mystic ritual, it turns away lightning from above.
It crushes every evil, every sin, and strangles them
As the blood of Christ. It protects the pregnant
And at the same time gives life to the infant.
It gives gifts to the worthy and douses fire’s power.
Beautifully carried over the waves, it rescues therefrom.



Here not only the name of Christ, its prototype, but also His benefits are attributed to the little image and, in fact, to the image of an image, so to speak, because such wax figures are not the likeness of Christ Himself but of a lamb in whose likeness Christ is depicted.

(3) [They honor their images] by attaching to them the singular presence of deity. To be sure, the fathers of Trent denied the belief that there is some divinity in images; and yet at the same time they approve pilgrimages—and sometimes quite long pilgrimages—to some image, they approve vows about making pilgrimages to certain statues of the saints, and they approve of giving indulgences to those who pray before the image of the cross or of Mary. Bellarmine says (De imagin., bk. 2, ch. 18): “People visit one image more frequently than another for various reasons: first, because God works miracles through one and not through another; second, because certain images were made by holy men and gain a particular devotion because of the artist; third, because certain ones stir up people to devotion more.” Polydorus Vergilius (De rer. invent., bk. 6, ch. 13): “Very many are quite unlearned and stupid. They worship images of stone, wood, marble, or bronze, or images painted on their walls or daubed with different colors, not as figures but as if those images actually had a mind. They put more trust in them than in Christ or other deities to which they have been consecrated.”

(4) [The Papists honor their images] by expecting from them the bestowal of certain benefits. Gregorius de Valentia ([Comm.,] disputat. 6, q. 11, point 6) says, “God is in the habit of bestowing astonishing benefits in some famous places to people who venerate certain images.” Sylvius (Comment., bk. 2): “In the church of St. Maria Prunetana in the environs of Florence is a statue of the Virgin which people venerate with remarkable religious devotion as the giver of rain and fair weather when necessity demands.”

** Lucius Marincus Siculus, historian of Charles V (De reb. Hispanicis): “In the city of Burgos we worshiped an image of the crucified Savior, which they say was made by Nicodemus. They told us that many sick people who had invoked its divine power [numen] had been healed.” **

(5) [They honor them] by decorating them with garlands and crowns, (6) by clothing them in robes, (7) by carrying them around to avert a destructive plague and to avert harm of their crops. (See Bonifinius, Rer. Hungar., bk. 5, decade 1; Baronius, Martyr. Roman., decade 1; Sleidanus, Hist., bk. 9, p. 250.) (8) [They honor them] by setting them up in high places, (9) by setting up altars to them, (10) by building altars and shrines for them, (11) by placing priests in charge of them, (12) by setting up holy days for them, (13) by singing, (14) by holding feasts [in their honor], (15) by kissing them, (16) by supplicating them, (17) by speaking to them, (18) by imploring them. According to Thomas ([ST,] part 3, q. 25, art. 3), the church sings about the wood of the cross: “Hail, O cross, our only hope in this Passiontide; increase righteousness for the devout, and grant pardon to the guilty.”19 Before Veronica (as they call it) they recite this prayer:


Hail, thou holy face imprinted on the cloth.
Cleanse us from every stain of vices and
Unite us with the communion of the blessed.
Lead us to our home, O happy figure.
Lead us to see the pure face of Christ.
Be for us, we pray, our steadfast help,
Sweet comforter, and consolation
That no hostile, harmful danger may
Come upon us, but that we may enjoy
Rest. Let us all say, “Amen.”



(19) [They honor their images] by sacrificing to them, for they also burn incense before many images, as is clear from their practice and the Roman missal [Missale Romanum] under the heading De ritu serv. in celeb. missa. (20) [They honor them] by burning candles, (21) by making vows to them, (22) by swearing vows to them. All of these are very well-known from their practice.

Whether idolatry is committed through the worship of images.

§ 82. On the basis of all this we deduce the following argument: all worship in which the honor due to God alone is transferred to that which is outside of God is idolatry. Through the worship of images in Papist temples the honor due to God alone is transferred to that which is outside of God. Therefore idolatry is committed through the worship of images in Papist temples. Bellarmine objects (De imagin., bk. 2, ch. 13): “The worship of images is idolatrous when the images are considered deities or when through images those who are considered deities, which do not really exist, are worshiped.” [He also says] that no other species of idolatry is forbidden in those statements of Scripture in Exodus 20, Deuteronomy 5, Romans 1, etc. He distinguishes between an image and an idol (ch. 5). The former he defines as a true likeness of a thing, but the latter as a false likeness, that is, it represents that which actually does not exist. From this he concludes that images of Christ and of the saints are not idols and, as a consequence, idolatry is not committed by worshiping them. Gregorius de Valentia ([Comm.,] disp. 6, q. 2, de idololatr. 1) defines idolatry as being worship by which divine honor is given to something created as to God. He explains this definition as follows (point 3): “A man gives divine honors to a creature as to God when he bestows divine worship on it in such a way that, to the extent that he is able, he wishes to give it such esteem as in fact befits the majesty of God alone.” From this he concludes (point 6) that (Roman) Catholics are not idolaters because they honor images in such a way that they certainly do not give a created thing divine honor as to God. Although they venerate images both of Christ and the saints and employ divine honor in their worship of the images of Christ and even of the cross, yet they do not give that honor to the images themselves as to our God and Lord. Pistorius (Hodeg., p. 303): “The first falsehood is that Papists worship wood and stone and make idols out of them, since the” (Roman) “Catholic Church has never made idols out of images nor has it attributed to them any divinity.” (Page 292.)

§ 83. Of course, it is a species of idolatry—and a rather crass one at that—when images made by human hands are considered gods and are worshiped as gods with divine honors. However, from this it still cannot be deduced that no other species of idolatry is forbidden and condemned by the First Commandment. The First Commandment orders us to venerate and worship the one true God, give divine honors and religious worship to Him alone, serve Him according to the direction of the Word, and, on the other hand, not to have other gods and neither to adore nor to worship graven images. From this [we draw] the obvious conclusion that it, too, is a species of idolatry whenever the honor and worship owed to God is transferred to that which is outside of God and whenever the true God is not worshiped divinely, that is, in the way in which He commanded in His Word that He be worshiped. In a true invocation these two things must be connected: both the object, namely, the true God, one in essence, three in persons; and the way and method of invoking, namely, according to what the Word prescribes, that is, with true faith in Christ and in spirit and in truth. Otherwise we are forced to hear: “You worship what you do not know” (John 4:22). So also the reverse conclusion [is true]: idolatry is committed both in the object and in the manner of worship. Hence not only are they idolaters who consider statues and trees as true deities, but also those who want to worship the true God in statues and through statues, who worship God according to the inventions of their hearts but not according to the direction of His Word (as Mentzer writes learnedly, Disp. Anti-Pistor. 7, thesis 36).

The difference between an image and an idol.

§ 84. Therefore to whatever thing divine honor is given, if it is not the true God, that thing becomes an idol, whether it be natural or artificial, and, accordingly, by such religious worship of this thing which is not the true God idolatry is committed. From this one can perceive how worthless is Bellarmine’s distinction between an image and an idol, as if an image were the true likeness of a thing but an idol were a false likeness. (I) You see, in this way, if the sun, moon, and stars were worshiped, they would not be idols (since they are not a false likeness of anything), and, as a consequence, those who worshiped the host of heaven would not be idolaters. Yet the Israelites who honored the queen of heaven by burning incense and pouring out libations are said (in the Vulgate version) to have “sacrificed to idols” (Jer. 44:23). The likenesses of reptiles and animals which the Israelites worshiped are called “idols” (Ezek. 8:10). In general, on the basis of the First Commandment, people are condemned on the charge of idolatry when they “lift their eyes to heaven, see the sun, moon, and stars and all the host of heaven, and bow down before them and worship them” (Deut. 4:19). Considering this, Epiphanius (Compend. verae doctrinae) writes more correctly about the Persians that “even though they detest idols” (likenesses made by men’s hands), “yet they worship as idols fire, the moon, and the sun.” Again, a father who, in his bitter grief over the premature death of his son, now begins to worship him as a god using an image already made before the child’s death would not be an idolater since such an image is a genuine likeness; but Wisdom 14:15 declares the very opposite.

(II) In this way, historical images that do not express exactly their prototype would straightaway become idols. However, very few painters depict the apostles with the same likeness that they had when they were alive; so all these [artists] would become idol-makers. Furthermore, the image of the large Christopher is painted, but he never existed; certainly that would be an idol according to Bellarmine’s definition, even if it were merely depicted in temples as an admonition.

(III) Moreover, how many idols would there be in the very churches of the Papists according to this definition of Bellarmine? The knight George trampling the dragon, the horned Moses, and many other images are not genuine likenesses, for no such George trampling the dragon nor horned Moses has ever existed.

(IV) Wherever there is idolatry, there are also idols by the nature of related things.20 And yet Aelius Lampridius, who worshiped images of Christ and Abraham along with the rest of the idols, was an idolater, according to Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 11). In general, by his definition anyone is an idolater who gives worship [cultum latriae] to images of Christ in and of themselves (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 24). Therefore images of Christ are sometimes idols. How can one in any sense of the truth say that he who honors the image of Peter with worship [cultu λατρείας] is not really committing idolatry, even according to the Papists, even if that image were a genuine likeness of Peter?

(V) The words “idol,” “image,” and “likeness” are very often used without distinction not only among secular authors but also in Holy Scripture and among the ecclesiastical writers, and even among the Papists themselves. In 2 Kings 11:18 the people under Jehoiada smashed all the “images” of Baal. (See also Isa. 44:13; Ezek. 7:20; 16:17; 23:14; Amos 5:26; Tertullian, Apol., ch. 12; Cyprian, Ad Demet.; Athanasius, Contra gentes; Chrysostom, vol. 1, Homily 87; etc.) Those who call the idols of the heathen “images”—such as Cajetan, Fonseca, Pererius, Onuphrius, Peresius, [Gregorius] de Valentia, and even Bellarmine himself—do not observe that distinction everywhere. [Gregorius] de Valentia (De idolol., bk. 3, ch. 8, § Quod autem): “The Greek word ‘idol’ means ‘image’ or ‘likeness.’ ” Ibid.: “Blessed Peter signifies that there is a lawful worship of likenesses and idols.” Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 7): “Surely not every image is forbidden in the Decalogue; rather, only that is an image which can be called an idol, which is had in God’s place or which represents as God that which is not God.” Same book (ch. 24): “To give worship [cultus latriae] to an image for its own sake, that is idolatry,” etc. Here belongs the comment of Erasmus (on 1 Corinthians 8, p. 355): “Surely Ambrose knows no distinction between ‘idol’ and ‘likeness,’ nor do I see any.”

(VI) Therefore the distinction Bellarmine establishes between an idol and an image is useless and inept. On the other hand, the distinction we established earlier is always true: that an idol is everything to which divine worship is given, though it is not God, whether it be an image made by man’s hands or a natural thing or an inner imagination of the heart; however, an image is that which is formed for remembrance or decoration, but not that it be worshiped.

§ 85. [Gregorius de] Valentia’s appendix should not be valued as worth even one penny when he declares the following to be the genuine definition of idolatry: to pay divine honor to a created thing as to God. (1) For this is the same as if someone tried to define adultery as “copulation with someone who is not his spouse as with his spouse”; thus [the woman] who has sex with him is not an adulteress if he does not consider her his wife, but only she [is an adultress] who prostitutes herself to another as to a spouse.

(2) When divine honor is shown to a creature, by that very act that creature is moved into God’s place and is considered as God, seeing as it is not divine honor unless it is owed to God. Thus when such honor is offered, divinity itself is actually being attributed—or at least (by immovable consequence) is understood to be attributed—for there is no relation outside its own foundation.21

(3) If a man is not an idolater unless he gives divine honor to a created thing as to God, then the Israelites who worshiped God in calves and the heathen who worshiped Him in likenesses are not idolaters; nor could the early doctors of the church have accused the Arians and Nestorians of idolatry, for they had proposed nothing less than to give divine honor to Christ as to God—which we shall discuss in greater detail later [§ 86 (3)]. How truly insignificant was this handful of idolaters according to this definition of [Gregorius de] Valentia! Surely, very few idolaters have reached that stage of madness where they actually believe that their statues are deities.

(4) In addition, [Gregorius de] Valentia himself does not everywhere observe this part of his own definition. He argues (De idolol., disp. 6, q. 2, point 3) about outward idolatry which, he teaches, is committed when veneration does not stem from the inner faithlessness by which a created thing is thought to be God nor from an explicit and direct will to bestow divine honor on the created thing, and he concludes that one sins more through this exterior idolatry than through an inner idolatry which springs from ignorance ([ibid.,] point 2).

The definition of idolatry.

§ 86. Now that this foreign patch has been removed, the full and complete definition of idolatry is that it is worship by which the honor owed to God alone is transferred to what is outside of God. (For everything is outside of God that either is not God in essence or is not united to God in the hypostatic union, as the assumed human nature is united to the Word and accordingly is to be adored with worship [λατρείας cultu] the same as the Word, according to the definition of the Council of Ephesus, anath. 8, cont. Nest.).

Schroeder proves this definition (treatise De imag., q. 2, theses 28ff.): (1) From the end and aim of the First Commandment, which requires not only that we religiously worship God as the one and only true God but also that we not religiously worship anything else beside Him or outside of the true God.

(2) From the genuine and proper form [formale] of an idol, which consists in being something worshiped with divine honor though it is not God. Furthermore, it is clear that the proper form of an idol consists in this. This is clear from the fact that something that was not an idol becomes an idol when people begin to give it religious worship and, on the other hand, that which was an idol ceases to be an idol when people quit giving it religious worship. As long as the brazen serpent was not being worshiped, it was not an idol; but when the people began burning incense before it, it turned into an idol. As a result, King Hezekiah destroyed it (2 Kings 18:4). The sun, moon, and all the host of heaven were idols when the Israelites began to sacrifice to them (2 Kings 23:5); but they no longer are idols to us but good creations of God.

(3) From examples of those who are accused of idolatry on the charge of having attributed worship that is due to God to what is outside God.22 Deut. 17:3 says that those who bow down to the sun, moon, and all the host of heaven are worshiping other gods. Ezek. 8:[10] says that the Israelites were idolaters because they worshiped likenesses of reptiles and animals. Rom. 1:23 prosecutes the heathen for being guilty of idolatry because they changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the corruptible likeness of man and of birds and four-footed beasts and reptiles. Carpocrates is accused of idolatry by Irenaeus ([Advers. haeres.,] bk. 1, ch. 24, p. 81), by Epiphanius (Haer. 29), and by Augustine (Ad Quodvultdeum, haer. 7) because he worshiped images of Christ and of Paul, which he had, and sacrificed to them. The angel-worshipers [Ἀγγελoλάτραι] were accused of idolatry at the Council of Laodicea (canon 35). Athanasius (Contra Arian., orat. 1, at the Council of Nicaea, ch. 11, art. 6) ascribes idolatry to the Arians for showing divine worship to the Son of God, whom they said was not true God. The Nestorians were called “man-worshipers” [anthropolatrae] by the Council of Ephesus (Letter ad Theodos. et Valent. Impp.), Cyril (De recta fide ad Regin.), and Justinian ([Codex,] constit. 6, ch. De summ. Trinitat. et fide cathol.), and they were called “idolaters” by the Second Council of Nicaea (Act. 7) for wanting to worship the flesh of Christ, which they nevertheless denied subsisted within the hypostasis of the Word. The Christianocategori are called idolaters by Damascenus (De haeres., toward the end) and by Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 11) because they ordered divine honors for images and would have Christians accused as worshipers of idols.

(4) From descriptions of idolatry which [the following] authors provide. Tertullian (De idolol., ch. 1): “Idolatry defrauds God, denies Him His honors, and gives them to others so that it also joins insult to fraud.” Ambrose (on Ephesians 5): “Idolatry usurps the giving of honor to God and gives it to a created thing.” Gregory Nazianzen (Orat. εἰς γενέθλ.) calls idolatry “the transfer of adoration from the Creator to the creature.” Augustine (De Trinit., bk. 1, ch. 6): “They are called idolaters who give images the service that is owed to God.” Bede (on Luke 4): “They are called idolaters who devote to idols the vows, prayers, and sacrifices that are owed to the one God.” Gerson (Reg. moral., tit. de superbia, letter M): “Idolatry is the showing of divine honor to something created really or interpretatively or attributively in a way other than what can be proper for it.” Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 44, art. 1): “Idolatry is the superstition by which divine worship is shown to a created thing.” Catech. Trident. (explanation of the First Commandment): “When Moses wished to turn the people away from idolatry, he said, ‘You did not see any likeness on that day when the Lord spoke to you on Horeb in the midst of the fire’ [Deut. 4:12]. The all-wise lawgiver spoke this way that they might not be misled by some error and fashion an image of His divinity and give the honor due to God to a created thing.” From these statements, we draw the following definition of idolatry: it is the error by which one attributes to a created thing the honor owed to God.

Self-chosen acts of worship are a species of idolatry.

§ 87. It is part of the divine honor and worship owed to God alone to follow His prescription in the form and manner of worshiping Him: Deut. 12:8, 32: “You shall not act, everyone doing whatever is right in his own eyes, but everything that I command you, you shall be careful to do. You shall not add to it or take from it.” Matt. 15:9: “In vain do they worship Me, teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.” Isa. 1:12: “Who has required this of your hands?” etc. Therefore self-chosen acts of worship [ἐθελoθρηςκεῖαι] which people invent in their own hearts and pursue in their divine worship constitute a certain species of idolatry. Num. 15:39–41: “Remember all the commandments of Jehovah to do them, not to look after your own heart and your own eyes, which you fornicate after. So shall you remember and do all My commandments and be holy to your God. I am Jehovah your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt to be your God. I am Jehovah your God.” (It was quite common for the prophets to include idolatry under the heading of spiritual fornication and adultery. Therefore when self-chosen acts of worship are here called “fornication,” surely they are counted as idolatry, as the repetition of the words of the First Commandment shows: “I am Jehovah your God”). Deut. 12:30–31: “Take heed that you not imitate the nations, after they have been destroyed before you, and that you do not inquire about their ceremonies” (Hebrew: gods), “saying, ‘Just as these nations worshiped their gods, I, too, will worship.’ You shall not do so to your God.” In this passage it is very clear that “other gods” are established when the true God is worshiped or is thought to be worshiped with the foreign worship rites of the heathen beyond and outside the Word. 1 Sam. 15:22–23: “Is the will of Jehovah in burnt offerings and sacrifices and not rather in obeying the voice of Jehovah? For rebellion is the sin of divination, and transgressing is iniquity and Theraphim.” (“Theraphim” is known to mean likenesses to which divine worship is offered, Gen. 31:19; Judg. 17:5. Therefore those who follow the thoughts of their own hearts in divine worship erect an idol.)

The following lines of reasoning prove this. (I) He who does not fear and love God above all things sins against the First Commandment. Whoever establishes worship outside of and beyond the Word neither fears nor loves God above all things, seeing as he prefers the thoughts of his own heart to God’s Word. Therefore whoever establishes worship outside of and beyond the Word sins against the First Commandment and, as a consequence, commits idolatry; for all sins against the First Commandment are included under the general category of idolatry.

(II) Whoever does not acknowledge that God is the wisest sins against the First Commandment. (For in the First Commandment we are commanded to acknowledge God as He is. But now, God is the wisest.) Whoever establishes a worship outside of and beyond the Word does not acknowledge that God is the wisest because he prefers the thoughts of his own heart to divine wisdom. Therefore whoever establishes self-chosen worship sins against the First Commandment and, as a consequence, commits idolatry.

(III) Whoever transfers to another the glory due to God alone sins against the First Commandment and commits idolatry. Whoever establishes self-chosen acts of worship transfers to another the glory due to God (since it is the glory of God alone that He is the one and only Lawgiver—εἷς ὁ νoμoθέτης, James 4:12—to whom alone it belongs to prescribe the norm and form of His worship). Therefore whoever establishes self-chosen acts of worship sins against the First Commandment and commits adultery. Jerome (on Jeremiah 10): “Everything we have said about idols can be applied to all dogmas which are contrary to the truth. For they themselves” (the authors and propagators of such dogmas) “promise great things and fashion an image of false worship out of their own heart. They boast of grand things, and, in order to deceive all the simple, they hamper the discernment of the inexperienced with their golden sentences, so to speak, and oratory glistening with the sheen of silver,” etc. “Their worship is characteristic of the heathen and of those who do not know God,” etc. Also (on Micah 5): “The unhappy human condition, filled with folly and error, knows that dogmas have been established from its own understanding and is not unaware that it has fashioned an idol and adores the work of its own hands in place of God.”

** Augustine (Quaest. super Josuam, q. 29, on the words “remove the foreign gods from your midst”) says: “The holy prophet Joshua saw that there were thoughts in their hearts about God alien to God, and [he] warned them to remove such thoughts. After all, whoever thinks that God is such as He really is not is surely carrying a false and foreign God in his thoughts.” Again (De vera relig., ch. 38) he shows that “erroneous notions and one’s own fancies [φαντάσματα] are the ‘worship of images.’” **

§ 88. On the basis of all this, the real and genuine nature of idolatry, its full and complete definition, and the various species of idolatry can be discerned. It remains to be proved that idolatry is being committed through the worship of images in Papist churches. We confirm this with the following proofs. (I) Whoever confers divine honor upon a thing which is not God commits idolatry. The Papists confer divine honor on images, though they are not God. Therefore through their honoring of images the Papists commit idolatry. The major premise is obvious from what we have said already. We confirm the minor premise in this way: Adoration is worship owed to God alone. The honor of adoration is conferred upon images in Papist churches. Therefore worship owed to God alone is given to images. The truth of the minor premise is evident from the fact that Thomas, Alexander of Hales, Bonaventure, Albert, and many other Scholastics argue that the same honor is due to both the image and the exemplar and that, accordingly, images of the Holy Trinity, of Christ, and of the cross should be adored with worship [cultu latriae]. Their opinion is followed by Cajetan, Gregorius de Valentia, and Costerus, as we have seen in §§ 77–78. Robertus Holcottus and Gerson acknowledge that this can be called idolatry. (The former of them writes, on Wisdom, lect. 158: “Worship [latria] is an honor owed to God alone, but no image is God. Therefore such honor is owed to no image.” And the latter concludes, on the Magnificat, part 3, treatise 8: “Only the divine and greatest Being is to be honored with worship [latria]. The faithful know this, as do all philosophers. But the wood of the cross, even the one on which the Lord was hanged, has no divinity.”) Bellarmine acknowledges the same thing, writing as follows (De imagin., bk. 2, ch. 24):


An image of itself and properly should not be adored with the same service [cultus] as the exemplar. Hence no image in and of itself is God whether considered with respect to its material, its shape and stylings, or its relation. Therefore worship [cultus latriae] is not owed to any image of itself and properly. Someone might say that worship [latria] is proper for God when it is shown for its own sake but not on account of something else. On the contrary, for it is of the true essence of true worship that it be offered for its own sake since worship is called the highest service that is owed to the true God as the first Origin [principium] of all things. But these things involve a contradiction: offering the highest service to the first Origin and [offering it] on account of something else. For if [it is given] to the first Origin, it is not for the sake of something else. And if [it is given] for the sake of something else, it is not [given] to the first Origin. Therefore either the service of worship is offered to an image for its own sake, and this is true idolatry, or it is not offered for its own sake, and then it is not the service of true worship, etc.



Those are Bellarmine’s words, with which he contradicts most Scholastics and, in fact, even people of his own order, Gregorius de Valentia and Costerus.

Bellarmine’s opinion on the worship of images.

§ 89. With what kind of service does Bellarmine think images should be honored? He writes (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 20) that there are three opinions about the kind of service owed to images. “First, that an image should not in any way be served [colenda] in itself, but rather the exemplar should be served in the presence of the image.” Alexander of Hales seems to have thought the same ([Summa,] part 3, q. 3, final article), as well as Durandus (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 9, q. 2) and Alphonsus de Castro (on the word imago). He could have added to this Vasquez, a man of his own Society, who says (De adorat., bk. 2, disp. 2, ch. 3): “It is superstitious and foolish to worship images of themselves without having any consideration for the exemplar.” [Bellarmine’s] second opinion is that “the same honor is owed to the image as to the exemplar. Therefore the image of Christ should be adored with the service of worship [cultu latriae]; that of the blessed Mary, with the service of high veneration [cultu hyperduliae]; and those of the other saints, with the service of veneration [cultu duliae23 ].” This is the opinion of Thomas, Bonaventure, Marsilius, Cajetan, etc. “The third opinion occupies the middle position and belongs to those who say that the very images should be honored of themselves and properly, but with a lesser honor than that of the exemplar itself, and, consequently, that no image should be adored with the service of worship.” This is the opinion of Peresius (De tradition., treatise De imag.), Catharinus, Sander, etc.

In order to reconcile these opinions, [Bellarmine] forms the following propositions:


(1) The images of Christ and of the saints should be venerated not only accidentally or in the improper sense but also in themselves and properly, so that they themselves are the terminus of veneration as they are considered in themselves and not only as they stand in the place of the exemplar. (2) Regarding the way of speaking, especially in preaching to the people, one should not say that any images should be adored with worship [latria] but, on the contrary, that they should not be adored that way. (3) When it comes to the heart of the matter, it can be admitted that images can be worshiped in the improper sense or through accident with the same kind of service with which one serves the original itself. (4) An image in itself and properly should not be adored with the same service [cultus] as the original, and thus no image should be honored with worship [latria] properly and of itself. (5) The service which in itself and properly is owed to images is a kind of imperfect service, which analogically and reductively relates to that species of service which is owed to the original.



Bellarmine certainly intended to paint his image worship with these colors in order to make a more graceful retreat. Thus we deservedly ask him: (1) Why would he part ways with Thomas, to whom he is bound with an oath?

(2) In fact, why would he part ways with Gregorius de Valentia and Costerus, men of his own order?

(3) Why would he deny the obvious practice that shows how divine honors are given to images (about which we spoke in § 80)?

(4) Why would he part ways with the Council of Trent, which said (session 25) that to worship His image is to worship Christ Himself? From this [Gregorius] de Valentia concludes that, since when honoring the prototype the honor that befits its excellence is used, therefore images should be honored with the same honor of the prototype, but in their own way—the way they should be honored, namely, according as they are images. Therefore images of Christ should be given worship [latria].

(5) Why would he say that one should not tell the people that images should be adored with the service of worship when he concedes that, “when it comes to the heart of the matter, it can be admited that images may be worshiped in the improper sense or through accident”? Christ wanted His teaching to be preached to every creature through His disciples (Mark 16:15). “The truth fears nothing except to be hidden” (Tertullian, Adv. Valent., p. 383). Here it would have been right for someone to cry out with Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 4, ch. 27): “That is a fine religion! The weak man, who needs to be freed, flees there for refuge, and, when he seeks the truth by which to be delivered, it is believed that what benefits him is to be deceived!”

(6) Why would he assert that it should be said that images should not be adored with worship [cultu latriae], but then concede that they are to be given worship improperly speaking? He himself explains what “improperly honored” means in this way (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 2): “One is said to honor improperly when something is honored in place of the king, as when an envoy is honored in place of the king with the honor which is proper to kings.” Therefore just as an envoy is truly honored when the honor of the king is conferred upon him, even though it happens improperly, so also, according to Bellarmine’s hypothesis, it should be said that images are truly adored with worship when the honor of the prototype is conferred upon them, though this happens improperly.

(7) What finally would that analogical service [cultus] be that is owed to images? He explains this as follows (ch. 25): “Just as an image stands in relation to its exemplar, so also the service of an image stands in relation to the service of the exemplar. However, the image is the very exemplar analogically and in a certain respect, for a painted man is a man in a certain respect and analogically. Therefore the image, too, is owed the service that is owed to the exemplar itself, but a service that is imperfect and analogical.”

We respond. A painted man and a real man do not correspond to the analogical category, but rather the equivocal category. Aristotle ([Categoriae,] ἐν πρoκατηγoρ., ch. De homonymis): “Homonyms are that which have only a common name. One according to its name is a word of substance; the other, a living being, both a man and what has been written.” I conclude that, just as an image stands in relation to its exemplar, so also the worship [cultus] of an image stands in relation to the worship of its exemplar. And yet an image is the actual exemplar equivocally, not analogically, much less synonymously. Therefore also the worship of an image is equivocal worship.

(8) How can one, without fear of the peril of idolatry, possibly explain that analogical and reductive worship to simpler people, who take greater pains in the worship of images than even their teachers? How often does anyone who venerates images think about [and distinguish between] worship, high veneration, veneration, or that lower kind of service, whether in a certain respect analogically and reductively it is worship, high veneration, or veneration?

(9) Would he claim that such analogical worship owed to the images of the Holy Trinity, Christ, and the cross is in some way divine or not? If the former, it would then follow that part of the divine honor is transferred to images, for analogy clearly requires this, because it consists of a participation between that which is related analogically and that to which it is related. If the latter, then God is not worshiped through the worship of images because only divine honor befits God.

The objections of our adversaries.

§ 90. What if someone says that the Papists indeed do bow down before images, but that there is nothing idolatrous about this because “adoration” in general denotes honor, even human honor; because adoration is not being applied to the images themselves; and, finally, because all this is a matter of stirring up hearts to God? This is the way Pistorius argues (Hodeg., ch. De imag., p. 295). Mentzer24 responds to him thoroughly (Antipist., disp. 7, theses 47ff):

(1) The Second Council of Nicaea also attributed at least an honorary adoration to images, but we saw how he explains that in § 76.

(2) Actual practice shows that such adoration of images is not civil but religious, seeing as they serve them by sacrificing, vowing, taking oaths, etc., though Bellarmine (De cultu sanctor., bk. 3, ch. 9) does recognize that “a vow is a religious action owed to God alone, as are also oath-taking and sacrifice.

(3) According to the word of God’s Law, we are expressly forbidden to bow down to a graven image and worship [colere] it. Therefore whoever bows down to an image to thereby outwardly offer the inner worship of his heart sins against God’s commandment.

(4) The civil adoration given to kings and those in high positions can have no place here because images are not regarded as belonging to civil things but to the sacred and religious. But now, in religious matters the bending of the knee is a mark of religious worship (1 Kings 19:[18]; Rom. 11:4).

(5) Additionally, there is a great difference. [It is one thing] when outward, civil reverence is shown to rational men, which at times in the Old Testament is called “adoration”; there are examples of this in Scripture. However, it is another thing to offer this to inanimate statues, and there is neither a command nor an example of this in Scripture. In fact, because God’s Law forbids both the adoration and worship [cultus] of images, it forbids, on the one hand, the inner worship of the spirit and, on the other hand, the external, honorary adoration of images.

(6) Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 24) and Gregorius de Valentia (treatise De adoratione Christi, point 2) clearly disapprove of the opinion of those who say that an image should by no means be worshiped [colendam] of itself, but only the exemplar should be worshiped in the presence of its image, and that instead images only move us to honor the prototype alone.

(7) Most of the Scholastics offer exactly the same worship to the image as is owed to the original.

The second argument by which we prove that idolatry is committed through the worship of images.

§ 91. This concludes our discussion on the first argument, by which we wanted to prove that the Papists commit idolatry through the worship of images.

Let this be the second argument: Whenever God is worshiped through the worship of images, idolatry is committed. The Papists want to worship God through the worship of images. Therefore they commit idolatry through their worship of images. They quite willingly concede the minor premise. The truth of the major premise is proved both by the manifest command of God by which He forbade people to worship Him through idols and by the examples of all those who have been accused of idolatry because they wanted to worship God through images.

The manifest command of God is in Deut. 4:15–16: “Watch out for your souls very carefully (for you saw no image on the day that Jehovah spoke to you from the midst of the flame), lest you corrupt your ways and make a graven image for yourselves, or an image of any figure,” etc. The Lawgiver forbids the people from making for themselves a graven image or an image of not just anything, but of that in which they might represent and worship God. For the reason is then given: there was no likeness of God seen in that solemn publication of the Law because He did not want any likeness of Himself to be made. Now, if the making of a likeness of God was forbidden, then surely worshiping God in a likeness or image was also forbidden.

Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 8) writes: “It is not as sure in the church whether images of God or of the Holy Trinity may be made as it is that images of Christ and of the saints may be made.” Nevertheless he concludes: “It is permissible to paint an image of God the Father in the form of an old man since the angels are incorporeal and are depicted in the Old Testament and since God is envisioned with a corporeal form when parts of the body are attributed to Him.” However, all this does not yet prove that an image of God Himself should or can be painted. You see, when those bodily sights in which God has represented Himself are depicted, then it is not God Himself who is being depicted but rather that in which God has manifested Himself. Bellarmine himself acknowledges this to some extent and thus admits ([ibid.,] third argument, coll. 956): “It is not without peril that the unlearned people are shown pictures of this kind, in which God is given physical parts of the body.” He argues (coll. 956) that one can depict something in three ways:


(1) To express the perfect likeness of the form and nature of the thing itself. If anyone were to try to depict God in this way, he would be making a true idol. (2) To display an historical account to the eyes. For example, if someone wanted to depict the expulsion of Adam from Paradise,25 he should depict God walking in the form of a man, etc. Now, whoever would depict Him thus would certainly not be trying to represent the nature of God but would only be wanting to present to the eyes through a picture what otherwise he would present to the ears by reading Scripture. (3) To explain the nature of a thing, not through an immediate and proper likeness but through analogy or metaphoric and mystical characteristics, such as when, outside of actual history, God the Father is depicted in human form, Christ in the form of a sheep, etc. Here one should note that images of this sort should not be multiplied, nor should it be tolerated when painters dare to shape a likeness of the Trinity from their own imagination, as when they paint one man with three faces or one man with two heads and a dove between them. Things such as that are called “monsters.” They are more offensive because of their deformity than they are helpful because of their similarity.



All this is from Bellarmine, who later concludes: “In the Scriptures only images of God of the first kind are forbidden.” Although those historical pictures in which divine appearances are expressed do not meet with our complete disapproval, nevertheless we claim that there is a prohibition against depicting a likeness or erecting a statue beyond history which represents God either immediately or analogically. [This is] because of manifest statements of Scripture: Deut. 4:15[–16]: “You saw no form; therefore watch yourself, lest, deceived, you make any likeness for yourself.” Isa. 40:18: “To whom will you liken God, or what likeness will you place with Him?” Isa. 46:5: “To whom will you liken Me and make Me equal, and compare Me, that I may be similar?” Acts 17:29: “We ought not think that the Godhead is like gold or silver or stone, an image formed by the art and imagination of man.” Also, the matter itself clearly shows that no such likeness can be crafted or painted to represent God as one in essence and three in persons, not immediately nor analogically. Consequently, the ancients write clearly that it is impious to create any image of God. Clement of Alexandria (Strom., bk. 1) declares: “According to Moses’ teaching, God is not represented by any likeness of man nor by anything else.” Tertullian (De cor. mil.): “It is not meet that the image of the living God should become the image of a dead idol.” Origen (Cont. Cels., bk. 7, toward the end) says that “no likeness of God should be made.” The same thing is repeated by Eusebius (De praeparat. evang., bk. 1, ch. 6), Athanasius (Orat. contra gentes), Jerome (on Isaiah 40), Augustine (De fide et symb., ch. 7), Theodoret (on Deuteronomy, q. 1), Damascenus (Orth. fid., bk. 4, ch. 17), the [Seventh] Council of Constantinople as reported in the acts of the [Second] Council of Nicaea (Act. 6), and Nicephorus (Histor. eccles., bk. 8, ch. 53). Polydorus Vergilius imitates their opinion as he writes (De rer. invent., bk. 2, ch. 23): “Because God is present everywhere, nothing from the beginning since man was created seems more foolish than to depict His likeness.” Now, if it is impious to create a likeness of God, how much less pious will it be to worship [colere] a likeness of God. Augustine says (Letter 119 ad Januar.): “The First Commandment forbids anyone to worship any likeness of God except [that which is] one and the same along with Him, which is Christ.” Ambrose (Letter 31 ad Valent.): “God does not want to be worshiped in stones.” Abulensis (on Deuteronomy 4): “God has forbidden us not only to worship any likeness but even to worship Him in a likeness.” From that he gathers this inference: “In images that designate God purely—that is, as the Trinity—two inconsistencies can follow: first, idolatry, for we are forbidden to worship an image; second, error and heresy, that is, attributing corporeity to God.” Peresius (De traditionibus, part 3, treatise De imag.) followed Augustine and declared: “God’s First Commandment prohibits us from worshiping a likeness of God in the figments of man’s imagination, not because God has no image but because no image of Him should be worshiped except that which is what He is.” Vasquez (De adorat., bk. 2, disp. 4, ch. 2): “It is clearly deduced from Deuteronomy 4 that it was impermissible for the true God to be venerated in any image.”

Examples of idolaters: First, calf-worshipers.

§ 92. There are examples that testify to the fact that those who wanted to worship God through the worship of images were accused of idolatry. (I) The “calf-worshipers” in Egypt thought they could worship God through a calf they had cast. Their very serious punishment, described in Exodus 32, testifies that they were idolaters.

** See Luther’s preface prefixed to the German translation of the prophets.26 **

Bellarmine objects (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 13): “The Israelites thought that God Almighty was that calf, because in Egypt they had seen a calf held in highest honor. As a result they are also said to have ‘forgotten God, their Savior’ (Ps. 106:21), and to have ‘changed the glory of God into the likeness of an ox’ (v. 20).”

We respond. It is quite clear from the text that they themselves established the worship of that calf in honor of the true God. In Exod. 32:4 Aaron says, “These are your gods, O Israel, which brought you up out of the land of Egypt.” But they knew that they had not been led out of Egypt by that calf which had been made only a few hours earlier, but by the true God. In v. 5 Aaron builds an altar for the calf and “made proclamation and said, ‘Tomorrow shall be a feast of the Lord ([image: ])).’ ” Here it is apparent that the feast is dedicated to God Himself. They had seen the Egyptians worshiping their god through an ox or calf called Apis (whom they consecrated to Serapis, according to Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 18, ch. 5; Cicero, De natur. deorum; Macrobius, Saturnal., bk. 1, ch. 21; Herodotus; Diodorus Siculus; Plutarch; etc.); therefore with these rituals and in that statue they, too, wanted to worship the true God, who had brought them out of the land of Egypt. Johannes Ferus (on Acts 7): “The Jews venerated the true God in the calf that Aaron fashioned. This is clear from his words: ‘These are your gods,’ etc. However, they sinned because they made an idol contrary to the First Commandment of God.” Moreover, the clearness of the text forces Bellarmine to write (coll. 984): “It is quite probable to say that the Jews thought that they were worshiping the true God in the idol. However, they sinned very seriously in this, because they sacrificed to the idol and believed that divine power was in that idol, and also because they imagined that God was corporeal and like that idol. From this it followed that they thought they were worshiping the true God but actually were worshiping only a creation of their own imagination.”

Those are Bellarmine’s words. We are right to demand that he prove that the Israelites believed that there was a divine power in that statue of the calf and that they claimed that God was corporeal. If he concludes this from the fact that they sacrificed to the calf, we surely will be able to conclude in the same way that the Papists also claim that there is some divine power in their images (though the Council of Trent resists this in vain) because they worship them with incense, prayers, vows, etc. They are said to have forgotten their God not because they simply did not remember the God of their fathers, who had brought them up out of Egypt, but because they were forgetting His Commandments, especially the one that forbade them to fashion an image for the worship of God. Whoever forgets the Commandments of God forgets God Himself. Whoever worships the true God in a way other than He commands in His Word does not worship the true God, but an idol of his heart. They are said to have changed His (their God’s) glory into the likeness of an ox eating grass, not because they claimed that God was like that in His essence—even if this entered the mind of some, it was never so for Aaron—but because they gave divine honors to that calf and thus transferred to it the glory owed to the true God. Moreover, even though they wanted to worship the true God in this way, the Holy Spirit declares that they changed the true God into the likeness of a calf. Indeed, this situation is not a matter of the affections or the intent of the worshipers but of the mind and declaration of God. Jer. 2:27 says of the Israelites that they said to a tree, “You are my father,” and to a stone, “You gave me birth.” And yet the kings, princes, priests, and prophets of the Israelites (whom Jeremiah in the same place accuses of idolatry) were not so insane as to claim that those statues of wood and stone were their creators—otherwise they would have been out of their minds—but, because they wanted to worship God their Creator through the worship of those statues, it is rightly said of them that they changed the honor of their Creator into the likeness of a statue of wood or of stone.

Second, Micah.

§ 93. (II) Micah, along with his mother, committed idolatry by worshiping God through likenesses (Judges 17). Both parts of this assertion are quite clear from the text. In v. 3 his mother says, “I consecrate that silver” (from which the likeness was made) “to the Lord” (Jehovah) “that my son may take it from my hand and make” (from it) “a graven image and a molten image.” In v. 5, when the silversmith had made a graven image and a molten image, it was erected in Micah’s house. He had a chapel in his house, and he put the statue in it. With the rest of the money, he made an ephod, that is, a priest’s garment which the Old Testament priests would wear in the performance of their sacred acts. “He filled the hand of one of his sons and made him his priest.” Later (v. 10), when he had consecrated into the priesthood the Levite who had come to him from afar, he said, “Now I know that Jehovah will prosper me because I have gotten a Levite as a priest,” for he knew that priests were to be selected only from the tribe of Levi. In Judg. 18:31, the Danites are said to have raised up Micah’s graven image which he had made “as long as the house of God was at Shiloh.” From this it is very clear that Micah and his mother had undertaken all of this in honor of the true God, for they believed that they were going to worship the true God in the worship of that statue and were going to please Him. Nonetheless they are accused of idolatry, for that likeness was called [one of the] “Teraphim” (Judg. 18:18, 24).

Here belongs what is mentioned in Judg. 8:27 about Gideon, how from the golden earrings of the spoils he made an ephod and put it into his own city, in Ophrah. Although Gideon did this to honor and worship the true God—for he expressly says (v. 23): “Jehovah will rule over you”—yet all of Israel is said to have fornicated after it, that is, to have committed idolatry, obviously because they wanted to worship the true God otherwise than He had commanded in His Word. Augustine (QQ., bk. 7, q. 41):


It is not unreasonable to ask how Scripture calls this a fornication of the people who worshiped and venerated it since it was not an idol—that is, an image of a false and alien god—but an ephod, that is, one of the sacred objects of the tabernacle which had to do with the priest’s vestment. It was because it is impious to make any likeness outside the tabernacle of God where the things that God had commanded Israel to make for Him resided. Therefore Scripture continues and says, “It became a snare to Gideon and to his family” [v. 27]; that is, he departed from God, whom he had offended, because this, too, was a kind of idol in a sense: worshiping in God’s place anything made by the hand outside of the tabernacle of God. For those things that were ordered to be made in the tabernacle were related to the worship of God rather than considered to be worshiped in God’s place or as a likeness of God, even though the word “ephod,” by the figure of speech which signifies the whole from a part, can mean all the things that Gideon set up in his city as likenesses of God’s tabernacle to worship God.



Third, the Israelites.

§ 94. (III) The Israelites “served the Baals and the Ashtaroth” (Judg. 2:13). They even called God Himself “Baal”; that is, they wanted to worship the true God through the worship of Baal. Hosea 2:16–17: “And in that day, says the Lord, you will call Me ‘My Husband’ and no longer will you call Me ‘Baal,’ for I shall remove the name of Baal from your mouth,” etc. Nevertheless it says that they committed evil in the eyes of Jehovah by serving Baal. Thus Jeroboam (1 Kings 12:28) made two golden calves, one of which he placed in Dan, the other in Bethel, and said, “Behold your gods, O Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt.” Jeroboam did not intend to lead the people away from the true God of Israel or to convince them that those golden calves were truly gods; instead, he set up those likenesses for worship of the true God. He was afraid, you see, that the children of Israel would go up to Jerusalem to make their sacrifices in the house of God and would then fall back to Rehoboam. Therefore he told the people that the true God, who had brought their fathers up out of the land of Egypt, could be served just as well before those golden calves as in Jerusalem at the Holy of Holies, above which were the cherubim. Nonetheless this was idolatry (1 Kings 14:9).

Here belongs what is mentioned about Jehu (2 Kings 10:25[–29]) and how he butchered the servants of Baal, smashed his statue to pieces, and also destroyed the house of Baal. Yet he did not turn aside from the sins of Jeroboam, the son of Nebat, who made Israel sin, nor did he abandon the golden calves in Dan and Bethel, whose worshipers he calls “the servants of the Jehovah” (v. 23), no doubt because he believed they were worshiping the true God through the worship of those calves. In 2 Kings 18:22, the Rabshakeh responded to the legates of Hezekiah: “But if you say to me, ‘We trust in Jehovah our God,’ is it not He whose high places and altars Hezekiah has removed, saying to Judah and to Jerusalem, ‘You shall bow down before this altar in Jerusalem’?” Therefore the report that the Israelites wanted to worship the true God through those altars and high places spread even to the Gentiles. Bellarmine (loc. cit.) judges that the opinion of Abulensis and Cajetan on Judges 7 is not improbable. They say that there were two kinds of idols among the Hebrews: one without the name of a certain god, as was the idol of Micah (Judges 17) and perhaps the golden calf that Aaron made (Exodus 32) and that Jeroboam rebuilt ([1] Kings 12); the other with a certain name, such as Baal, Moloch, Ashtaroth, etc. As far as the first kind is concerned, [they say] that one may admit that the Jews thought they were worshiping the true God in an idol.

** Gregorius de Valentia (De idolol., bk. 2, ch. 6) thinks that a kind of worship of images was permitted, which he tries to prove from 1 Pet. 4:3, where the ancient translator renders ἀθεμίτoις εἰδωλoλατρείαις as “the unlawful worship of idols” [illicitos simulacrorum cultus]. From that he concludes: “Therefore some worship of idols was lawful, just as when we hear of the unjust slaying of a person, we understand that at times a person can be slain.” We respond. (1) This epithet ἀθεμίτoις more correctly means the “abominable” [nefarios] rather than the “unlawful” worship of idols, as Erasmus has translated it. (2) Epithets are not always used to distinguish and distribute but also to amplify, as when we say “an abominable disgrace,” “unchaste adultery.” (3) In the epithet in Judges 11, they are called “impious sinners,” but no one concludes from this that some sinners are pious insofar as they remain such. **

The Gentiles.

§ 95. (IV) Through the honor that they gave to images, the Gentiles tried to worship the true God, of whom they had some awareness which they learned from the book of nature. Bellarmine (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 13) stubbornly denies this and sets out to prove that the Gentiles regarded their idols as gods or, at least, that they worshiped created things in idols in place of the true God.

We respond. Certainly, there were some people stupid and mindless enough to claim that those idols truly were gods, but most of them, especially the more sophisticated, intended to worship the true God in and through those images, not believing, however, that those images themselves were gods. Augustine (explanation of Psalm 113, conc. 3): “Let no one say, when his idols have been mocked: ‘I do not worship this visible thing but the deity which resides there invisibly’; for Scripture condemns those deities in another psalm, that ‘the gods of the heathen are demons’ [Ps. 95:5 Vg].27 They imagine that they belong to a more sophisticated religion and say, ‘I worship neither image nor demon, but through a physical image I gaze upon a sign of that thing which I must worship.’” St. Chrysostom (Orat. 12, De prima Dei notitia) and Maximus Tyrius (Sermon 38) claimed that “God Almighty, first and greatest, the Creator and Preserver of all things, of Himself was worshiped in idols made of gold, silver, and ivory.” Surius (vol. 5, fol. 881) reports that Julian the Apostate tried to entice Artemius, leader of Syria and a martyr, into idolatry and defended the idolatry of the heathen in this way: “It is not as if they worship their images as gods. Hardly! Indeed, the more rural and simpleminded people accept the situation in that way, but those who are bound by a desire for knowledge and who carefully investigate the subject of their gods know to whom they give honor and to whom their adoration of divine images passes.” Peresius (De tradit., part 5) concludes on the basis of Acts 17: “There have been many idols which merely represented God as a benefactor, nor did everything that the Gentiles worshiped signify a false god. For at Athens there was an altar erected ‘to the unknown god,’ namely, to the God who had created the world and all that is therein.” Fonseca (marginal note in the commentary of Cajetan on Deuteronomy 4): “Formerly, many of the heathen in most of their statues worshiped God, His virtues, and that which was signified but not the sign, so that some images were considered as consecrated to the true God; and others, to false gods.” Johannes Ferus (on Acts 17): “Although the Gentiles established idols for themselves, their intent was still to give worship to the true God.” The Catech. Trid. (explanation of the First Commandment): “The apostle famously said that they had changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of birds, four-legged creatures, and serpents, for they used to worship all these as God when they placed images of these before Him.”

** In Jer. [2:11] God testifies that the nations “have never changed their gods.” But now, it is clear that the heathen repeatedly and with variety changed the images and statues of their gods, and thus they generally erected many images to one god, to Jupiter or Mars, for instance. Therefore the heathen had and worshiped images not as gods but as “signs of the gods,” as Cicero says. This is so certain that, when the ancient teachers wrote against the idolatry of the Gentiles, they intentionally insisted on refuting this objection of theirs. (See Lactantius, Inst.; Arnobius, Contra gentes, bks. 6–7; Clement of Alexandria, Stromat.; Athanasius, Contra idola; and Augustine, on Psalm 113.) Arnobius writes: “But they” (the heathen idolaters) “say: ‘We do not state that bronze statues or materials of gold or silver or other things of which our signs are made are gods and religious deities of themselves. Rather, we worship and venerate in them those gods whom dedication places in sacred objects and causes to dwell in man-made likenesses.’” Arnobius responds: “This is just as absurd as if you were to think that the statues and likenesses are gods.” However: (1) The Jews and heathen usually identified those statues with the word “gods.” We respond. It is a typical metonymy to give a sign the name of the thing signified, just as our adversaries themselves impose on their images the name of the prototype and, as in Holy Scripture, statues of oxen, lions, and cherubim are called oxen, lions, and cherubim. (2) Idolaters are said to worship other gods and to forget the true God (Deuteronomy 32; Psalm 106). We respond. Through religious worship they create false gods out of images and forget God when they do not worship Him according to His Word. **

The third argument against the worship of images.

§ 96. Finally, we use this argument against the religious worship of images. All self-chosen worship is opposed to the First Commandment. The religious worship of images is self-chosen worship. Therefore the religious worship of images is opposed to the First Commandment. We gave our confirmation of the major premise earlier [§ 87]. The minor premise is clear from the fact that the religious worship of images lacks the command, promise, and application of Holy Scripture. In a letter to Emperors Constantine and Irene (which is found in the proceedings of the Second Council of Nicaea), Adrian I argues laboriously not that God ordered any image or creature to be worshiped religiously, but that God approves of worship which one undertakes of his own will. In the same place is cited a statement of a Bishop Stephan of Bozra: “Whoever praises the images of the saints does not err since every work done in the name of God is holy and good.” Thomas (Sent., 3, dist. 9, q. 1, art. 2, resp. to 3) and Marsilius (Sent., 3, q. 8, art. 2, dub. 2, resp. to 5) admit that the worship of images cannot be proven from Scripture.

Statements of Scripture cited to establish the worship of images: First, the cherubim and bronze serpent.

§ 97. Bellarmine objects (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 12) that the worship of images does not lack the witness of Scripture, since three kinds of testimonies are present there. The first are those [passages] which speak expressly about images, namely, Exodus 25, about the cherubim of the mercy seat, and Numbers 21, about the bronze serpent. For the statues of the cherubim which were above the ark were necessarily adored by those who adored the ark. Also, the bronze serpent could not help but be honored because God had placed it on a high place to bring health to the suffering when they looked upon it.

We respond. (1) The Israelites adored neither the ark nor the cherubim but the true God, who had promised to be present in that ark in a special way. It is a very ancient custom to worship [adorare] while facing the east, but the east itself is not being worshiped simultaneously. The Magi worshiped the infant Christ lying in a manger, but they did not worship the manger itself simultaneously. Those who were singing “Hosanna” to Christ while He was riding upon the ass were able to worship Him without worshiping the ass. We worship God before the altar and before the baptismal font, but we still are not worshiping altars and baptismal fonts.

(2) The people were able to look at the bronze serpent without any religious worship, and they should not have honored it religiously. The former [is true] because it is not neccesary that people give religious worship to that which has been placed up high and which provides health; otherwise we would have to worship also the sun, moon, and other stars of the sky. The latter [is true] because Moses himself put up the serpent, not that it be honored and adored but that the people look upon it as a type of Christ, who would go to the cross one day at His own time and grant salvation to those who would look upon Him with the eyes of faith (John 3:14). Lyra reports from Rabbi Salomon that the serpent itself did not have the power to cure, but those who looked upon the serpent knew that their affliction had been justly imposed by God, and, seeking mercy from Him, they were thus healed. In fact, when the serpent had begun to be worshiped religiously with sacrifices, it was torn down and burned by King Hezekiah (2 Kings 18[:4]; 2 Chronicles 29).

Second, Psalm 99[:5]: “Worship His footstool.”

§ 98. In the second place Bellarmine cites those testimonies that teach that creatures should be honored religiously only because of their relation to God. Ps. 99[:5]: “Worship His footstool.” Matt. 5[:35]: “Do not swear at all, either by heaven, for it is the throne of God, or by earth, for it is His footstool.” Here oaths by heaven and earth are forbidden without due circumstances, lest we insult creations of this kind according as they have a relation to God.

We respond. (1) The Hebrew words of the psalm read: [image: ][image: ] (“Worship at His footstool, for He is holy”). Some take “footstool” here to mean what Matt. 5:35 and Acts 7:49 name, but more accurately it means here the ark of the covenant, because Ps. 99:1 says that God is “enthroned upon the cherubim,” which were placed above the mercy seat of the ark. This is elsewhere called “God’s footstool” (1 Chron. 28:2; Isa. 60:13; Lam. 2:1). Furthermore, because the Hebrew words can be translated in both ways—“worship His footstool” and “worship at His footstool”—some favor the former translation while others favor the latter. Bellarmine follows the former, but it is clear that the latter should be preferred. This is clear from the following facts: Nowhere does it say that God sanctioned the worship of the ark of the covenant; rather, He commanded that He be worshiped at the ark of the covenant since He was present in the tabernacle in a special way. Holy men did not actually worship the very ark of the covenant but worshiped God at the ark. In 1 Chron. 13:6, David and all the men of Israel went up to the hill “Kiriath-jearim, which belongs to Judah, to bring up from there the ark of the Lord God who sits above the cherubim” where His name was invoked.

Furthermore, this same psalm has a similar way of speaking (Ps. 99:9): [image: ] [image: ] (πρoσκυνεῖτε εἰς ὄρoς ἅγιoν αὐτoῦ, “Worship on the mountain of His holiness”). Ps. 132:7 says: [image: ] (πρoςκυνήςoμεν εἰς τὸν τόπoν, oὗ ἔςτηςαν oἱ πόδες αὐτoῦ, “We shall worship in the place where His feet have stood”). Because Augustine was not so knowledgeable of Hebrew and did not see how the foot stool of God could be worshiped, he refers all this to the flesh of Christ:


In my uncertainty I turn to Christ. Because I look for Him here, I discover how His footstool can be worshiped [adoretur] without ungodliness, for He takes up earth from earth, because His flesh is of the earth and He received the earth from the flesh of Mary, and because in His very flesh He walked here and gave His very flesh to us to eat for our salvation. Now, no one eats that flesh without having first worshiped it. That is how such a Footstool of God is worshiped, and not only do we not sin by worshiping it, but we sin by not worshiping it, etc.



(2) Christ’s statement about oaths was opposed to the corrupt teachings of the Pharisees, who believed that a promise could be broken with impunity when given through an oath in which the name of God was not expressly used but rather other formulae referring to God, though obliquely and indirectly (as Christ Himself explains in Matt. 23:16); [they also believed] that such formulae for swearing in which the very name of God is not expressly used can be used freely and without sin against the Second Commandment, in casual conversation and in all situations. However, Christ shows (Matt. 23:16[–22]) that when created things are mentioned in oath formulas, then the sanctity and invocation of the oath is not directed to creation nor does it subsist there, but refers obliquely, indirectly, or mediately to God Himself alone. For in a magnificent way He has revealed His presence, glory, power, and working in His creatures, as Chemnitz explains (Harm., ch. 51, p. 363). However, from this it does not yet follow that one can also swear through images or transfer a part of religious worship to them, for the glory, power, and majesty of God are not manifest in images in the same way as they are visible in His creation. Moreover, St. Jerome claims that Christ here condemns formulas of swearing oaths by creatures as ungodly. Some people also argue that such formulae should not be called “oaths” as much as “calling upon a witness,” since the obligation of an oath is an honor and worship owed to God alone.

Third, creatures are called sacred.

§ 99. Bellarmine cites the third kind of testimonies from those passages of Scripture which teach that created things are called sacred because of their relation to sacred or holy things. Exod. 3[:5]: “The place where you are standing is holy ground,” that is, because of the presence of the Angel. In Exodus 12 the day of the Passover is called holy and venerable because of its significance and because it was dedicated to divine worship. In Exod. 28[:2] the robes of the priests are called holy for the same reason. In 2 Tim. 3[:15] the Scriptures are called “Holy Writ” because they are signs of holy things. We have become accustomed to revere not only the written words [literas] but also the spoken words themselves, especially the name of Jesus; we stand to hear the Gospel and bare our heads, etc. However, the images of Christ and of the saints have also been established to signify and represent holy things; should it not then be permitted to honor them?

We respond. There is a great deal of diversity in these examples; hence one cannot draw from them the conclusion Bellarmine has set out to draw. In Exod. 3:5, the place where Moses was standing is called holy both because of the revelation of God and because of the preaching of the Word. You see, even though Augustine (treatise 3 on John) claims that a created angel appeared to Moses, he also more rightly thinks (De Trinitat., bk. 2, ch. 13) that the angel can be understood to be the Son of God. This is clear not only from vv. 4 and 6ff., but also from Deut. 33:16: “Let the blessing of Him who appeared in the bush come upon the head of Joseph.” Eusebius makes the same claim (Hist., bk. 1, ch. 2). The day of the Passover and the vestments of the priests are called holy [sanctae] for the same reason that the tabernacle is called “the sanctuary,” namely, because they were consecrated to divine service. The Scriptures are called sacred because they are θεόπνευςτoι (“inspired by the Holy Spirit”), because they deal with holy things, and because the Holy Spirit sanctifies people through piously meditating on them. However, Bellarmine must still prove that images are called holy in any of these ways, for they have not been consecrated for divine service by the voice and institution of God Himself. Yet even if they are called sacred, one still cannot yet succeed in proving from this that they should be honored with the worship of religious adoration; rather, an external or ceremonial honor befits them on account of this, such as churches and their vessels or appointments decently [εὐςχημόνως, cf. 1 Cor. 14:40] are given. We give honor to the name of Jesus and bend the knee at it just as the apostle prescribes (Phil. 2:10), not because we claim that there is a secret power in the very sound of the word or in the shape of the letters, but that we may confess that we believe in Christ, the God-man, our one and only Savior, to whom, risen from the dead and elevated to the right hand of the Father, the highest honor of obedience and adoration is owed.

[Arguments] from the councils and fathers.

§ 100. As for the statements of the councils and fathers which Bellarmine cites in his second and third places, consult Chemnitz in his Examen Concil. Trid. It is well-known that the fathers of the Council of Frankfurt, whom Charlemagne assembled in great number from France, Italy, and Germany in 794, took the middle road. They claimed, along with the Second Council of Nicaea against the [Seventh] Council of Constantinople, that it was lawful to have images. On the other hand, it declared with the [Seventh] Council of Constantinople against the Second Council of Nicaea that it was not lawful to worship images. (On this subject we have the testimony of Ado Viennensis, Chron., an. 795; Abbas Urspergensis, [Chron.], an. 793; Hincmar of Reims, Cont. Episc. Laudunensem; Aventinus, Annal. Boiorum, bk. 4; Antoninus, bk. 4, ch. 85; Regino, bk. 2; Schaffnaburgensis; Sigebertus; Eginhardus, Vita Caroli M., in Erphordiensis, ch. 69; Blondus, Decad., bks. 1–2; Mutius; and Charlemagne, De imag., bk. 9). Alanus Copus impudently declares (Dial. 4–5) that all those writers lied or that their books were corrupted. Although Bellarmine desires his opinion to be true, he still suspects that it is false (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 14). Instead, he looks for another refuge, namely, that the Roman pope did not agree with the decrees of this council. And yet the norm of councils is not the opinion of the Roman pontiff but the authority of the Scriptures. To see how turbulent the Second Council of Nicaea was and by what arguments it developed the worship of images, investigate the proceedings of that council.

The fathers define idolatry absolutely as divine honor being given to a created thing. They forbid any likeness of God to be fashioned; they prohibit the worship of images; and they count those who act contrary to this among the heretics. (Regarding this, see Irenaeus, Adv. haeres., bk. 1, ch. 24; Epiphanius, vol. 2, bk. 1, Haeres. 23; Augustine, De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum, heresy 7; and Theodoret, Haeret. fab., bk. 1). Minucius Felix (Octavius [ch. 29]) says, “We neither worship nor wish for the cross.” Ambrose (Sermon de obitu Theodosii) writes: “Helen found the Lord’s cross. She worshiped the King, surely not the wood, because this is an error of the heathen. Rather, she worshiped Him who hung on the wood.” Gregory ([Letter] ad Serenum Massiliensem episcopum, bk. 9, Letter 9, which is found in [Ius canonicum,] De consecrat., dist. 3, c. Perlatum) writes: “We have received the report that you, enraged by ill-advised zeal, have smashed the images of the saints under the so-called excuse that they should not be worshiped. Now certainly we praise you for having forbidden their worship, but we rebuke your destruction of them. Tell us, brother, when did you ever hear of a priest who did what you did? After all, it is one thing to worship a picture but another to learn what to worship through the history that the picture portrays.” Moreover, Erasmus does not hesitate to declare (Symb. catech., 6, p. 207): “Up until the time of Jerome there were men of good religion who did not want any image painted, sculpted, or woven in their temples, not even of Christ, because of the Anthropomorphites. Little by little, however, the use of images crept into the temples,” etc.

[Arguments] from miracles.

§ 101. Bellarmine takes his fourth argument from the miracles which have been performed through the images of Christ and of the saints. However, since it is obvious that not everything through which miracles are perfomed should be worshiped (not to mention that most of those miracles performed by statues are fictitious—something that Gregorius de Valentia concedes about some instances, Cont. Heerbrand.), Bellarmine tries to prove that miracles done through images were performed so as to sanction the worship of images. He says: “Why, I ask, did heavenly fire strike the statue of Julian except to avenge the damage done to the statue of Christ? Why did blood come forth from the statue pierced by the Jews (as we read in Athanasius, De passione imaginis Domini) except to show that it was honoring what the Jews were insulting? Why are benefits granted through images only to those who honor and worship images?”

We respond. (1) Historians attribute miracles and messages to the idols of the heathen in the same way, but who in the world would worship them for this reason? Valerius Maximus (Memorab., bk. 1, ch. 2): “Apollo was a keen avenger of his own deity [numen]. When the Romans were besieging Carthage, he removed his golden garments and made sure that the sacriligous hands would be found cut off among his fragments.” Chapter 8: “It is well-known that the female statue of Fortuna spoke not only once but twice,” etc. (See more in the same place and also in Augustine, De civ. Dei, bk. 4, ch. 19.)

(2) Miracles without the Word prove nothing; they are like seals torn off their letters.

(3) With regard to the bronze statue erected by the woman with the issue of blood, Eusebius nowhere says that the Christians honored it with religious worship. In fact, it was not brought into the oratories of Christians for three hundred years. Finally, however, at the time of Julian the Apostate, its fragments, shattered by Julian, were put in a temple and stored, according to Sozomen (bk. 5, ch. 20). Nicephorus (Hist., bk. 10, ch. 30) adds that Christians placed that statue in an honored place in the sacristy [diaconicum] of the church and honored it with fitting worship [cultus]. But in [saying] this, he, as usual, is attaching the superstitions of later times to the ancient accounts. In the early church, at least, they did not use that statue for worship. This is clear from the fact that Nicephorus mentions in the same place: “Because of the long passage of time, people had forgotten whose form the statue represented and why it had been placed there. Because it had stood under the open sky, its body had degraded, and the rains from above brought filth with them which so stuck to the statue that the letters on it were unclear.”

(4) Many circumstances prove that that book De passione imaginis is not a work of Athanasius, so much so that Bellarmine himself does not dare to attribute it to Athanasius (De imag., bk. 2, ch. 10). Nannius Lovaniensis does not disguise the fact that it is spurious. But whatever there might be about miracles performed through images, one can by no means prove that therefore they should be worshiped. After all, who at the time of the apostles ever worshiped the shadow of St. Peter or the sweatband or girdle of St. Paul? On the contrary, the apostles themselves clearly forbade anyone to give them the divine worship of adoration (Acts 10:26; 14:15).

[Arguments] from reason.

§ 102. Bellarmine’s fifth argument is as follows: “Man is worthy of veneration because he is the image of God. Therefore images of Christ and the saints are worthy of veneration.”

We respond. The honor given to man with respect to his office or his gifts is a kind of civil reverence and belongs to the Second Tablet of the Law. But the honor which Bellarmine wants to give to images is religious worship. Clement of Rome (Recogn., bk. 5) clearly overturns this argument since he responds thus to the heathen who were faulting Christians for having a religion without images: “If you really wanted to worship the image of God and benefit man, you would worship the true image of God in man. Therefore if you truly want to honor an image, we disclose to you what is true so that you may benefit man, who was made according to the image of God. These things pertain to the honor of the image of God to such a degree that whoever has not done them is believed to have insulted the divine image. What honor of God is it, then, to run about through stone and wood forms, and for empty and dead figures to be venerated as deities while scorning man, who is truly the image of God?” Those are Clement’s words.

We, too, overturn the argument in this way. If images of God and Christ are to be worshiped and adored, then surely the living [images] rather than dead ones, which men manufacture out of gold, silver, and stone, should be worshiped and adored. But now, no one has claimed that God the Father should be worshiped and adored in a living man; or Christ, His Son, in a living Christian; or the Holy Spirit in a living dove. Accordingly, it is much less fitting for us to adore and worship God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in dead, senseless, mute images. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 8, ch. 16): “Religious worship, which ought to be given from the mind, is by no means owed to that thing which is inferior to the mind.” Baronius writes ([Annal.,] year 814, sect. 38, from Theodore the Studite): “The honor of an image, either natural or artificial, returns to its prototype.” Therefore if an artificial image is worshiped religiously, certainly also a natural one should be worshiped religiously.

§ 103. Bellarmine’s sixth argument: “The image of a king is worthy of a civil honor. Therefore images of Christ and of the saints are worthy of the honor of religious worship.”

We respond. (1) One must make decisions about the worship of God on the basis of His revealed Word, not from the custom of the time nor our own reasonings.

(2) The likeness and image of God is far better modeled in a godly man than in any painted or sculpted image, and yet godly people should not be honored with religious worship.

(3) Shall we not then argue in this way? Ministers of the church are “God’s ambassadors” (2 Cor. 5:20). But now, the ambassador of a king at times is honored with the honor proper to a king, as Bellarmine argues (De imagin., bk. 2, ch. 20, dist. 3), to which kind of honor he compares the worship owed to images (ch. 23). Therefore do we not owe the honor proper to God also to God’s ambassadors?

(4) If anyone does not disgrace the likeness of a prince, he has given it sufficient honor; so also it is enough for the honor of images if they are not treated discourteously.

(5) The best way of worshiping the image of God is set forth for us in Holy Writ, and it consists of this: that we do good to the needy members of Christ, reverently acknowledge the gifts of God in others, and “outdo one another in showing honor” [Rom. 12:10].

§ 104. Seventh: “An image is susceptible to injury and insult. Therefore it is also susceptible to honor and worship.”

We respond. To be sure, an image is susceptible to both civil and religious honor, but God’s Law prohibits us from giving it the latter. Gen. 9:6 forbids the shedding of human blood, arguing that man is made in the image of God. If the living image of God is susceptible to insult, therefore is it also susceptible to religious worship?

The eighth argument: “We justly curse and destroy the idols of the heathen, which happens only due to their signification, because they are images of false gods. Contrariwise, therefore, images of Christ and of the saints are worthy of honor because they signify truly good things.”

We respond. The idols of the heathen are destroyed not so much due to their signification but due to their being worshiped. Remove their idolatrous worship and they can be kept for remembrance, just as it is written that Emperor Constantine and Bishop Theophilus preserved statues of some of the heathen idols to be witnesses of heathen idol-madness (Eusebius, Vita Const., bk. 3, ch. 52; Socrates, Hist., bk. 5, ch. 16). Images of Christ and of the saints can be retained and treated respectfully, but not worshiped contrary to God’s command.

Ninth: “The image-fighters were wicked people; those who defended images were saintly people.” His tenth: “The image-fighters received a miserable death; those who defended images were gifted with happiness.”

We respond. We disapprove of the rashness of image-fighters and iconoclasts, but at the same time we severely disapprove of the superstition of image-worshipers. But even the saints were not immune to every error, nor can we best judge who the saints are from their external happiness.

The statement of Cassander about images.

§ 105. We shall conclude this discussion about the worship of images after first mentioning that some Papist writers themselves disapprove of it. On this subject Cassander writes as follows (Consult. ad impp. Ferdin. et Maximil., locus De imag.):


As far as concerns the images of the saints, it is sure that at the beginning of the preaching of the Gospel there was no using images, particularly in the churches, as is clear from Clement and Arnobius. Furthermore, Origen makes clear how much the fathers at the beginning of the church abhorred every veneration of images when he says (Adversus Celsum, bk. 1): “It is impossible for anyone who knows God to be a suppliant to statues, nor is it merely foolishness if someone offers prayers to images,” (etc.). “But we also do not honor likenesses, lest at times we fall into that belief that we also attribute some divinity to them.”



Cassander adds:


At that time the reasoning, which some are in the habit of alleging, did not prevail, which says that those honors are not being given to likenesses but to those whose appearance they represent; for this pretext was usually given by the pagans as well, as we find in Arnobius. They say: “We do not think that the materials of bronze, gold, silver, and so forth, from which signs are made, are of themselves gods and religious deities. Rather, we worship and venerate them in these materials because dedication makes them sacred.” Also, in Lactantius they say, “We do not revere the likenesses themselves but those of whose images they were made and to whose names they have been consecrated.” However, even the wisest of the pagans noticed that this worship which is given to God through images is inappropriate and not suitable enough for God, but was invented by superstitious people. In fact, Augustine reports that Varro said that the ancient Romans worshiped their gods for 170 years without an image. “If this custom still endured” (says Varro), “the gods would be honored more piously.” As a witness to his opinion he used, among others, also the Jewish people. Clement relates the same thing, that Christians were forbidden from practicing the deceitful art (painting). He also calls it a wicked, albeit beautiful, craft, which later flourished; [and] error grew. He also quotes the prophecy which says, “The situation here will be unfortunate when they put their trust in statues.” So also the famous Council of Elvira in 320 decreed: “There should not be any paintings in the church, lest anything be worshiped that is painted on the walls.” After these men, Gerson wisely gave his warning (Declaration. defectuum ecclesiasticorum): “Judge if such a variety of images and paintings is proper in our churches and if many of the simple at times are not turned to idolatry.” The more sensible Scholastics are not pleased with Thomas’s opinion, for he thinks that an image should be worshiped with the same adoration as the very thing signified by the image is worshiped. Then, too, Gabriel Biel reports the more sensible opinion of those who say that an image should not be adored—not as it is considered in itself, in that it is made of wood or stone or metal, nor as it is considered according to the manner of sign and image—because, in either case, it is a senseless, created thing to which the adoration of worship [latria] should not be given. Therefore



(Cassander continues)


the later and more sensible Scholastics rightly censure Thomas’s opinion as unsafe and dangerous since he asserts that the cross of Christ is to be adored with worship, that is, with the same adoration with which Christ Himself should be adored. Johannes Picus Mirandulanus discusses this (concl. 3): “Neither the cross of Christ nor its image should be adored with the adoration of worship, not even in the way that Thomas proposes.” He mentions as disagreeing with Thomas Durandus, Henricus de Gandavo, Johannes Guarranus, Robertus Holcottus, Petrus de Aquila, Franciscus Mayronis, etc.



Finally, Cassander concludes:


However, it does not seem enough for the people to be recalled from those errors by stipulations and admonitions unless it be accomplished in common by the concern of both princes and bishops, in order that the opportunity for errors of this sort be removed with as little disturbance as possible. For as long as statues decorated with silk, gold, and precious stones are set up in temples and on altars, we should not hope for an end to superstition. Furthermore, the people must be entreated to honor [ad cultum] the genuine image of God, that is, man; such honor [cultus] consists of supporting the needy, who represent to us not only the image of God but also the stead and person of Christ. In judging, Christ is not going to say, as that great emperor says in his books: “Whatever you have done to one of these images, you have done to Me,” but “Whatever you have done for one of the least of these,” etc.



He writes about the Council of Frankfurt as follows:


Although there were bitter arguments and great disturbances among the Greeks over images, and they were disagreed among themselves as some ordered images to be broken and destroyed while others commanded them to be worshiped and adored, the Roman Church completely condemned their destruction, and yet felt that their use, already long accepted in the entire Roman Church and almost throughout the world, should be retained. The Gallic and German churches followed this custom of the Roman Church, which disapproves equally of the destruction and worship [of images], and protected it diligently for some years. They did this to such a degree that, after several decrees about images had been published in the Council of Nicaea under Constantine and Irene and a copy of it had been brought to Frankfurt and read carefully by order of Charles [the Great] to the German council, the great consensus of [those] fathers denounced and condemned that Greek council to the extent that it decreed that images should be worshiped. (This council [of Frankfurt] was held against a certain Felix, bishop of Urgell, who declared that Christ was the adopted Son [of God] with regard to His human nature; it was called by order of Charles and crowded with bishops from Germany, Gaul, Aquitania, and Italy.) Papal legates also attended this council [of Frankfurt], which [condemned the Greek council’s decree] as something which was opposed not only to Holy Scripture and the ancient tradition of the fathers but also to the custom of the Roman Church. This condemnation was even included in the proceedings and chief points of that Council of Frankfurt. Regarding this subject four books were written under the name of Charles himself. Bishop Hincmar of Reims mentions them, and there are copies of them extent in the Vatican Library as well as in several places in France. These books carefully refute the argumentation of the Eastern Christians and fiercely defend the position of the Roman Church as it was up to that time. This position is summarized briefly in Gregory’s letter to Bishop Serenus of Marseilles, which Charles includes in his writings (bk. 2, ch. 23). The printed summary [argumentum] is as follows: “Blessed Gregory, high priest of Rome, forbids both the breaking and the worshiping of images.” Charles expressed this moderated opinion on the use of images briefly and neatly (Adv. synod. Graec., bk. 4, ch. 9): “Nothing is lost if images are not had; no prerogative is gained if they are had, though their rejection does imply a careless levity while their worship indelibly imprints blame.” Later, however, though the Roman popes gradually yielded to the Greeks in this case, the Gallic and German churches remained steadfast and constant for several centuries in this position and moderation that they had first received from the Roman church and which was approved by the Council of Frankfurt. This is clear from French authors, including the learned Bishop Jonas of Orleans, etc.



Again Cassander:


It is so clear that it does not have to be explained in many words: the worship of images and likenesses has grown excessively—or, rather, the people have indulged in superstition too much—with the result that nothing seems left for our people to do [to attain the same] highest degree of adoration as the heathen gave to the likenesses and images which they made and adorned. Therefore prudent men in the catholic church have long since felt that some limit must be set against this and the superstition must be counteracted. Among these was Guilelmus Durandus, bishop of Meaux (De modo concilii generalis celebrandi).



All of this has been from Cassander. Cornelius Agrippa (De vanit. scient., ch. 57): “The degree to which idolatry is nourished through images among the uneducated populace is unspeakable. When the heathen were converted to the religion of Christ, they brought in to our church their likenesses and many vain ceremonies, none of which existed at all among the first, true Christians.” Johann Caspar Rutland (Loc. comm. theol., tit. 14, De imag.):


Christians have images of Christ, of the blessed Virgin, and of the saints as a memorial to admonish us; for whenever we look upon an image of Christ crucified or risen, immediately His saving death and glorious resurrection are recalled to our memory, etc. But if an image were somewhere where uneducated people might come up to adore it and ask it for help, the magistrate should remove it from that place, etc. Also, preachers should instruct the uneducated and superstitious populace not to think that there is any divinity in images and, therefore, that they should not give them special worship and honor in their great superstition. To be sure, the use of images is free in itself, provided that one refrain from abuse and superstition. Such abuse and superstition have been preserved among the common crowd up until now in regard to statues of Christ and of the saints. Preachers should correct and amend this superstition, but the use of images should still not be removed completely from temples, etc.



The general promise and threat added to the First Commandment.

§ 106. This concludes our discussion about the third part of the First Commandment—that is, about the specific appendix concerned with images. The fourth part remains, which is the general promise and threat belonging to the whole Law. It is given in the following words (Exod. 20:5–6): “For I, the Lord” (Jehovah) “your God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the children to the third and fourth generations of those who hate Me, and doing mercy to thousands of those who love Me and keep My Commandments.” We assert that this promise and threat is general and should be wholly applied to all the commandments of the Decalogue, as the plural [image: ] (“My Commandments”) used here clearly shows. Just as the First Commandment is, so to speak, the commandment of commandments, the source and head of all the rest, the force of which spreads to and permeates all the others, so also the promise and threat added to this First Commandment is general and should be brought to bear upon all the commandments of the Decalogue. The repetition of these words in Exod. 34:6–7 also confirms this very point clearly.

The five reasons set forth in it that stir people to obedience.

§ 107. Furthermore, these words set forth very effective reasons by which God wanted to encourage us to show obedience to His mandates, for they contain threats of His very serious revenge prepared for the disobedient and the promise of unique beneficence which the obedient should expect. To say it more plainly, five reasons are here set forth which stir us to obedience.

In the first place, Jehovah calls Himself our God not only by right of creation but also with respect to the other benefits, especially by reason of the covenant which He has made with us. We spoke about this in greater detail earlier (§ [56]).

Then He calls Himself a strong God. The word [image: ] properly means “powerful” and through antonomasia is attributed specifically speaking [κατ’ ἐξαίρετoν γόλoν] to God, whose power is infinite and extends to and over all creatures, and on whose power all things in heaven and on earth do depend regardless of the power, strength, or ability with which they have been equipped. Because of these gifts which they have received from Him, all things are obligated to offer Him obedience and worship. Therefore with this word God shows that He does not lack the strength to punish the disobedient and to do good to the obedient.

Third, He calls Himself [image: ] (“jealous”). The word [image: ] means “to have a zeal which comes simultaneously from wrath and favor,” that is, when one fears that something is being attributed to another which he does not share with anyone. It is properly used of a husband who, because of his genuine love for his wife, cannot suffer her to transfer to another the conjugal faith, which she owes to him alone. Therefore God is showing that He cannot bear spiritual adultery, which transfers to created things or to fictitious deities the honor, worship, love, and faithfulness owed to Him, but will be a most fierce avenger of His own honor. Origen comments on this passage: “He who participates in a lawful marriage cannot bear his wife’s sins but is kindled with zeal to preserve the chastity of marriage. Thus God does not suffer the soul that is spiritually united with Him to sin, nor can He bear the fact that it plays with adulterers. You see, if He sees it defiling the laws of marriage, He gives it a bill of divorce (Isa. 50:1). Furthermore, His is a strange kind of goodness that He accepts it when it returns and repents with its whole heart, even after committing adultery (Jer. 3:1).”

Fourth,28 God threatens to visit the iniquity of the fathers upon the children of the third and fourth generation of those who hate Him. Therefore He is showing that He is not like the false gods of the Gentiles, who can do neither good nor bad, but that He seriously punishes not only those who resist Him and act unjustly but also their descendants to the third and fourth generation. Exactly what “the third and fourth generation” expresses is told as follows by some who have followed Augustine (on Deuteronomy, q. 42): “The number seven, which is the result of combining three and four, is the number of perfection, so that in this way it denotes the perfect hatred of God against sinners.” Lyranus (on Exodus 20) provides this explanation, that “wicked people see their children to that many generations, and thus teach them by their bad examples, or their children imitate what they see in their fathers.”

Finally, God promises that He will show mercy to thousands of those who love Him and keep His Commandments. He had threatened punishment up to only the third and fourth generations, but He extends His mercy to the thousandth [generation] to show that He is more inclined to mercy than to vengeance. In this way He attracts us to love Him and voluntarily to obey His Commandments. The love of God, with which He embraces us, reveals itself through His unspeakable eagerness to do good to us. Our love by which we embrace God shows itself through our eagerness to obey. Christ says (John 14:23): “If anyone loves Me, He will keep My word.” Verse 15: “If you love Me, keep My commandments.” The proof of love is the exhibition of its work. The true, God-pleasing keeping of the divine Commandments should proceed from a true and sincere love. Again, true love for God is not idle but is active in keeping His divine Commandments. God does not approve of the arbitrary acts of worship which hypocrites allege proceed from some kind of love; rather, this passage establishes God’s Commandments as the object of our love. However, this passage does not attribute perfect fulfillment of the Commandments to those who love God, but the keeping of them, nor does it declare that the Lord rewards their obedience on the basis of merit, but out of His grace; this point clearly overthrows the merit of our own works.

The explanation of the passage in Exodus 34.

§ 108. This goodness and justice of God is described in greater detail with the words changed slightly in Exod. 34:6–7; for the Lord revealed His glory to Moses, passed before Him, and proclaimed: “Jehovah, Jehovah, a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keeping steadfast love for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin, but who will by no means absolve, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children’s children, to the third and the fourth generation.” The power of God is expressed by the word [image: ], but His goodness is expressed by seven words. He is called: (1) [image: ] (“merciful”). The word comes from the affection that is from the uterus or from the bowels, as in Luke 1:78 the “bowels of mercy” are attributed to God. You see, it denotes that internal and truly serious affection of mercy which a parent feels toward his children from his innermost organs. Therefore God is showing that He is strongly moved by our evil deeds, that His heart is turned within Him because of us, etc. (Hosea 11:8.).

(2) [image: ] (“clement, ready to be gracious”). Therefore He is showing that He is quick and ready to confer upon us benefits of every kind out of His steadfast love, just as a constant spring flows with continuous waters.

(3) [image: ] (“long of noses,” that is, “slow to anger and revenge,” μακρόθυμoς). Therefore He is showing that He does not become angry quickly because of our sins and does not avenge them immediately, but with His slowness to anger He invites us to repentance (Rom. 2:4, etc.).

(4) [image: ] (“much in kindness”). The word [image: ] properly means that burning affection [στoρλήν], that feeling of devotion and love, which parents feel for their children and, in turn, children for their parents. It sometimes also denotes goodness and kindness. Therefore God is showing that He is “rich in mercy” (Eph. 2:4).

(5) [image: ] (“rich in truth, in keeping promises”), for what God promises from His grace He gives from His truth and in good faith.

(6) He keeps [image: ] (“mercy”) for many thousands, He does not become weary of doing good but rewards the devotion of parents in a long series of their descendants.

(7) He forgives [image: ] (“iniquity”—this term very often denotes original sin), [image: ] (“transgression, prevarication”—this term usually denotes sins of ignorance and weakness), [image: ] (“and sin, transgression”—this term signifies sins of malice, transgressions committed willfully without shame). Therefore God is showing that He forgives sins of every kind, even the most serious, namely, for those who truly repent.

The righteousness of God against impenitent sinners is expressed by two clauses: (1) [image: ], which is [rendered] “absolving, He will not absolve” (Pagninus); “not making” (the guilty) “guiltless” (Münster); “before whom no one is innocent” (Luther); “sparing, He shall not spare” (the Targum), referring, of course, to the stubborn and impenitent. Therefore God is showing that He will punish the disobedient with His just judgment, and not them alone but also their descendants.

(2) He then adds: “visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children to the third and fourth generation,” about which we have spoken earlier [§§ 106–7].

From this passage the Jews draw thirteen properties or epithets for God (about which see Münster, on Exodus 34; Zanchi, De natura Dei, bk. 1, ch. 18; and our earlier disputation On the Nature of God [1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 139).

In what way jealousy is attributed to God.

§ 109. (I) Here the question arises: In what way is jealousy attributed to God? Julian the Apostate used to say, “A jealous and envious man is worthy of censure.” Who, then, will praise God for His jealousy?

We respond. When human emotions are attributed to God through anthropopathy, they must first be cleansed of all vices and defects; then that which is left and is purest and soundest alone should be assigned to God. Jealousy is an emotion that is virtuous and praiseworthy of itself; it is the emotion by which a husband is enraged with his adulterous wife because she has violated her marriage promise [fides]. It is in this way that God calls Himself jealous, because out of His sincere love for us He is unable to endure it when we, through spiritual adultery, give to other gods the honor and worship due only to Him. This jealousy stems from love and righteousness, and instead of being unseemly for God, it much rather distinguishes Him from the false gods of the heathen. Heathen gods lack indignation and permit their worshipers to worship any other gods alongside them, just as lions prostitute their mates to the lust of other lions. But the Lord our God is jealous; He forbids anyone to have other gods before Him, and, if they are had, He becomes very angry and punishes severely. If some vice occasionally occurs in the human emotion of jealousy, let it first be cleansed, and then let that most ardent love be left to God by which a husband without any vice becomes angry with an adulterous wife. The Gloss. ordin. (from Origen, on Exodus 20):


Every married woman is either under her husband and subject to the rules of her husband, or she is a whore and uses her freedom to sin. The man who goes in to a prostitute knows that he has gone in to one who lies down and open for all; therefore he cannot become angry with the others. The man who practices a legitimate marriage does not permit his wife to sin but is full of jealousy to preserve the chastity of his mar riage so that he can become a legitimate father. Thus every soul is either prostituted to demons and has many lovers to go in to it—sometimes the spirit of fornication, some times the spirit of greed, and after these come the spirit of pride and many others—but one spirit does not envy another nor is it moved to jealousy, but they invite each other to take turns. However, if that soul has been joined to a lawful Husband—that is, to Christ—even if it once was a sinner, He no longer suffers it to sin.



How a son will not bear the iniquity of his father.

§ 110. (II) The question arises: How does God’s justice and especially the prophet’s statement in Ezek. 18:20 coincide with God here threatening to visit the iniquities of the fathers upon their children to the third and fourth generation?

We respond. (1) Jerome and Origen philosophize allegorically about the grades of sins in man:


When the devil persuades us to sin, we receive his seed. When we commit what he persuades us to do, he begets us, for we are born as his children through sin. Because we hardly ever sin without assistance, however, we also join others to us in our work of wickedness. Therefore everyone begotten from the devil produces offspring, one after another, so to speak, according to the order of persuasion, etc.



However, the words of the Law are clear and must not be changed into allegories.

(2) Some make a distinction between divine judgment and civil judgments: in the former, they concede that children are punished because of the sins of their parents; but in the latter case, they deny such punishment. However, it is clear that the prophet Ezekiel is speaking about the judgment of God, before whom he says that children do not bear the iniquity of their parents. Moreover, even in civil judgments children are punished on the charge of high treason ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. 5, C. ad l. Jul. majest.).29 The equity of this law is discussed by Wesenbecius (Paratit. l. of this law), Scipio Gentilis (treatise De jurisd., bk. 3, ch. 4), Duarenus (Comm., on this law), Gomez (Variar. resol., bk. 3, chs. 2, 15), etc.

(3) There are some who make a distinction between the time of the slavery in Egypt—before the promulgation of the Law, when God did not punish the idolatry of His people—and the time of their dwelling in the land of Canaan after the promulgation of the Law, when, after such a solemn renewal of the covenant, their miraculous deliverance, the declaration of God’s majesty, etc., God did punish the idolatry of His people even upon their descendants.

However, because the warning is general and concerns people of all times and places, the simple response is a twofold distinction: (a) Some children follow the example of their parents and walk in their evil footsteps; on the other hand, some are converted to the Lord and turn to [producing] good fruit. The children of the first kind are discussed in Exodus, where there is carefully added: “God will avenge the iniquity of the parents on their children” [Exod. 20:5], that is, on those who hate Him according to the example of their parents. The children of the second kind are discussed in Ezekiel, where it adds ([18:]14): “Suppose a” (wicked) “man fathers a son who, though he sees all the sins that his father has done, yet does not do likewise”—(v. 17): “he shall not die for his father’s iniquity, but he will surely live.” Hence the rabbinic scholar Aben Ezra (commentary on Exodus 20) writes that this passage is to be understood as referring to children who are followers of their wicked parents. (b) Some punishments are eternal while others are temporal. Children are not subjected to eternal punishments because of the sins of their parents, if they have been converted to God from their whole heart. However, sometimes even godly children are subjected to temporal calamities because of the sins of their parents (Augustine, on Joshua, q. 8; Contra adv. legis et prophet., bk. 1, ch. 16). At the same time, however, those calamities are not properly called “punishments,” but “fatherly chastenings” imposed upon them by God for the benefits of the godly who themselves are not completely innocent. You see, one must note that this divine warning must not be understood as if God precisely and permanently punishes just so many generations of the wicked when, in fact, sometimes a cessation occurs as God remits His anger because of the repentance of their descendants. In this way God spared Josiah and allowed him to die in peace and not to see the evils of subsequent times which would come because of the idolatry and wickedness of his grandfather Manasseh. After the death of Josiah, God’s vengeance against subsequent generations returned so much so that He did not spare even the children of Josiah because they kept walking in the footsteps of their great-grandfather (2 Kings 22[–25]; see more in our treatise On the Nature of God ([1610 Loci Theologici, locus 3], § 157).

Whether all sin has stemmed from a hatred for God.

§ 111. (III) The question arises: Is all sin, regardless of its kind or magnitude, correctly said to have stemmed from a hatred for God?

We respond. Scotus notes (Sent., 2, dist. 37):


“Turning away from the ultimate end” can be understood in two ways: formally and according to power [virtualiter]. [It is] formally when, in turning away, one has the ultimate end as his object, positively or privatively: positively, when the will does not want that end by positive action, and this unwillingness properly is to hate God; privatively, when it does not want the ultimate end when it should want it, and such wanting is to omit the commandment “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart” [Deut. 6:5]. [It is] according to power [virtualiter] when one turns away from something necessary to attain the ultimate end. This turning away according to power [virtualis] is common to every mortal sin.



Those are Scotus’s words.

A simpler response is found in the actual expression “to hate,” for one is said to hate not only when he knowingly and consciously undergoes the emotion of hatred against someone but also when he neglects that person’s commandments and will, and thus is shown to hate him from what follows. Prov. 13:24: “He who spares the rod hates his son,” since he spoils him through excessive indulgence, and thus is shown not truly to love him but to hate him. Luke 14:26: “If anyone comes to Me and does not hate his own father and mother, he cannot be My disciple”—not because he should show hostile hatred toward his parents but because he must lay aside and subordinate the commands of his parents that are contrary to serving Christ. Thus there must be a distinction here between the cause and the action of a sin. The action of a sin does not always include hatred for God actually and formally, but causally it does contain it in itself, seeing as all sin includes a neglect of God’s Commandments.







PART II: THE SECOND COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 112. Now that we have spoken about the First Commandment of the Decalogue, let us go on to the Second, whose decree is as follows: “You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain; for the Lord will not hold him guiltless who takes His name in vain” [Exod. 20:7]. The two parts are: (1) the prohibition and (2) the threat.

What the name of God is.

The words [image: ] (“the name of God”) mean not the shapes of the letters with which the name of God is written, as if it would quite well satisfy this commandment not to write completely the name “Jehovah” with its own letters and vowel points but write in its place “Elohim” and pronounce it “Adonai,” as the superstitious Jews claim.

Instead, in Scripture “the name of God” means: (1) God Himself. Thus “to call upon the name of the Lord” (Gen. [26:25]), “to love the name of God” (Ps. 5:[11]), “to sing praise to the name of God” (Ps. 9:[2]), etc., is to call upon, to love, and to praise the true God.

(2) Because the true God is to be acknowledged only in the way that He has revealed Himself in His Word, having come forth from the hidden light of His majesty, “the name of God” means anything about God’s essence and will revealed in His Word. John 17:6: “I have manifested Your name to men.” Acts 9:15: “To carry My name before kings.”

(3) “The name of God” means His authority, order, and command. Deut. 18:19: “Whoever will not give heed to My words which he shall speak in My name, I Myself will require it of him.” Jer. 14:14: “The prophets are prophesying lies in My name. I did not send them, nor did I command them.”

(4) It means God’s majesty and glory. Exod. 9:16: “That My name may be told.” Ps. 8:1: “O Lord, our Lord, how admirable is Your name in all the earth.”

(5) It means the worship and confession of God. Mic. 4:5: “All the people will walk, each in the name of the Lord our God.” 2 Sam. 7:13: “He will build a house for My name.”

** It is emphatic and causal that, even though Jehovah Himself is the author and giver of this law, yet He does not say “You shall not take My name” but “the name of the Lord your God in vain.” If we read or hear the name of a prince of this world not without an attitude of reverence, what honor shall we think is owed to the name of our Lord Jehovah, which is “great” (Jer. 10:6), “praiseworthy” (Ps. 113:3), “holy” (Ps. 111:9), and “terrible” (Ps. 99:3)? Besides this, it is the name of “our God,” for He is our God by creation, revelation, acknowledgment, etc. **

“To take in vain.”

§ 113. God forbids taking this name of His in vain. The word [image: ] has a very broad sense. Properly it means “to lift, to elevate.” Ps. 16:4: “I shall not lift up their names on my lips.” Ps. 50:16: “Why do you recite My statutes and take up My covenant into your mouth?” Acts 9:15: “He is a chosen instrument of Mine to carry (βαστάσαι) My name before the Gentiles.” Therefore God wants His name to be lifted up, but not in vain ([image: ]), rashly, lightly, or thoughtlessly, for this is the name of the Lord our God. These words show the cause because of which we should not take the name of the Lord in vain: because it is “the name of the Lord our God.”

A warning is added to the prohibition: “God will not hold him guiltless who takes His name in vain.” The words [image: ] mean “He will not absolve; He will not allow to go unpunished.” This is a judicial expression and shows that transgressors of this commandment become guilty of the wrath and punishments of God.

The purpose of this Second Commandment is to forbid the misuse of God’s name and, on the other hand, to require its pious use. This is stated in negative words (from which the positive antithesis must be concluded) because of the corruption of our nature, which is always inclined to profaning God’s name, and because of the heathens’ custom, who would vainly swear by the names of their false gods. Chemnitz’s observation is very beautiful (Loc., de lege, p. 117):


Just as in the other commandments usually some kind of grosser sin is illustrated so that in His judgment [God’s] hatred of the remaining sins may be shown, so here in the reverse the greater [sin] is put forth for consideration under the lesser. You see, people, in their vain and careless use of God’s name without open blasphemy, believe they are guiltless; but because the Second Commandment says, “God will not hold him guiltless who uses His name in vain,” how much less will those who profane and blaspheme God’s name be guiltless?30



** Very many translators relate the sense of the Second Commandment to rashly taking an oath, as the Chaldaic paraphrase renders it: “You shall not swear in vain by the name of your God.” (Philo follows this, Expos. Decal., as does also Josephus, Antiq., bk. 3, ch. 4.) To others it seems to prohibit us from attributing titles of divinity to created and vain things and from using God’s name elsewhere than in our prayers, in teaching the faith, and in the most serious cases. **

The virtues required in the Second Commandment.

§ 114. Therefore because God forbids the taking of His name in vain,31 we conclude on the basis of the antithesis that He wants us to use it in all pious and holy ways. Therefore to the Second Commandment belong the following virtues: (1) To think reverently about the name of God, that is, to think with a grateful heart how great a benefit it is that God came forth from the hidden light of His majesty and revealed His name to us.

(2) To call upon the name of God, that is, in all adversities to invoke the true God in the name of Christ, our Mediator, as He has revealed Himself in His Word. Ps. 105:1: “Oh, give thanks to the Lord; call upon His name.” Ps. 20:7: “We will remember the name of the Lord our God.”

(3) To give thanks to the name of God, that is, to confess with both heart and voice that benefits of every kind come down to us from God and, by this declaration of the benefits of God, to invite others to the knowledge and invocation of God’s name. Ps. 7:17: “I shall sing praises to the name of the Lord.” Ps. 92:1: “It is good to give thanks to Jehovah and to sing praises to Your name, O Most High.”

(4) To preach the name of God, that is, to propagate the heavenly doctrine which God has handed down to us, to instruct others about it that they, too, may be drawn to the true knowledge of God. Ps. 22:22: “I will tell of Your name to my brothers.” Gen. 4:26: “Enosh began to call upon the name of the Lord.”

(5) To confess the name of God, that is, to profess fearlessly and steadfastly the truth as it has been learned from the revealed Word, without any consideration for ill will or perils, in order to show the glory of God and to draw others to a true knowledge of God. Acts 9:14: “Bind all who confess the name of Jesus.” Matt. 10:32: “Who shall confess Me before men,” etc. Also, because the public confession of true doctrine causes an illumination of the glory of God’s name, in the Old Testament confessing the Lord is used to mean praising God’s name.

(6) To praise and glorify God’s name, that is, not only to praise God with the tongue but also to do everything to the glory of God. Ps. 29:2: “Ascribe to the Lord the glory of His name.” Ps. 86:12: “I shall glorify Your name.” Ps. 100:4: “Praise His name,” etc.

(7) To swear by the name of God, that is, when the glory of God or the well-being of a neighbor requires it, to call upon God in an oath to be a witness that we are speaking the truth and to punish severely those who lie. Deut. 6:13: “You will swear by the name of your God.” Isa. 65:16: “Whoever takes an oath in the land will swear by the God of truth.”

(8) To be zealous for the glory of God’s name, that is, out of a genuine love for God and zeal for His divine glory to grieve when God’s name is insulted and despised and to defend Him in the proper place. Num. 25:13: “Phineas was zealous for his God.” Ps. 69:9: “Zeal for Your house has consumed me.”

The sins forbidden in the Second Commandment.

§ 115. On the other hand, because God forbids taking His name in vain, we conclude from this that the Second Commandment forbids the following sins: (1) To think impious and insufficiently reverent thoughts about God; not to realize how great a benefit is the manifestation of God’s name.

(2) Not to call upon God; to be negligent in prayer; to call upon Him, though not legitimately, which happens if we direct our invocation to created things or imagined deities; if we bind the aid and presence of God to a certain place without the Word; if we dictate to God the time and the manner [of answering our prayer]; if we ask for those things that conflict with God’s will and Law; if our prayers rely on our own worthiness; if our invocation is not in the name of Christ, the Mediator; if our prayers are conceived and recited without a true emotion and perception of the heart; if we pray without true repentance; etc.

(3) Not to give thanks; never or rarely to praise the benefits of God; to attribute them to luck or secondary causes; to give thanks coldly and carelessly; to minimize God’s benefits; to misuse God’s gifts and to neglect them.

(4) To pass by opportunities to instruct others; not to make use of the name of God; to hear or speak the name of God with boredom; to mix corruptions into heavenly doctrine; to spread false doctrine; to give credence to the figments of man’s imagination using God’s name.

(5) To deny recognized truth because of fear or the hope of reward or because of obstinate wickedness; not to confess when we are asked; to conceal our faith; to flee persecution by unlawful means; to misuse Christian liberty; to rush into perils without a calling and to claim that this rashness is confession.

(6) Not to praise God or to be cold and neglectful in doing it; to use the Word of God humorously or jokingly; to use God’s name in superstitions, divinations, and incantations either orally or in writing; to misuse God’s name for cursing; to blaspheme the name of God, which happens in many ways: if we utter impious and blasphemous words against God and His Word, if we make the minds of those who have not yet been converted alien from the true religion by destructive scandals and the example of a very wicked life, etc.

(7) To refuse a lawful oath. To perjure, which happens if we confirm a lie with an oath, if we violate our oath, if we swear in order to deceive. To swear unlawfully, which happens in many ways: If we swear foolishly and rashly in unnecessary situations. If our oath does not have these three concomitants: judgment, justice, and truth. (On the part of the one taking an oath is required the judgment of discretion; on the part of the defendant, the truth is required both in the conscience and in the speech of the person swearing; and on the part of the case, justice is required.) If we swear about an unlawful or impossible thing, or about a doubtful or uncertain thing. If we swear by created things or by fictitious deities. If the form of the oath insults God. Also, it conflicts with a legitimate oath to tender an oath to those who are obviously and certainly going to swear falsely, to discharge wickedly what was promised by an unlawful oath, etc. The Scholastics say that there are six ways that perjury is committed: (a) when one knowingly swears falsely, (b) when one swears deceitfully a truth which is thought to be false, (c) when in ignorance one swears to an untruth which he thinks is true, (d) when one does not keep a promise affirmed by an oath, (e) when one swears an illicit thing or something that leads to a destructive end, (f) when one swears without discretion.

(8) To feel no sadness when God’s name is insulted; not to show a serious concern for preventing that with words and deeds; not to prohibit blasphemies when one can and should with respect to his office; to be driven by zeal but not according to knowledge [cf. Rom. 10:2], which happens when that which is not the glory of God is defended as the glory of God and when that which is judged as conflicting with the glory of God and is driven away with zeal actually is not harmful to the glory of God.

§ 116. As regards these individual virtues and vices, statements of Scripture must be gathered from the preaching of the prophets, of Christ, and of the apostles, and the promises and threats should be added as well. In addition, examples should be appended by which God testified that obedience to this commandment is repaid with just rewards and that transgressors are afflicted with deserved punishments. Here the method of what we began does not allow us to do this; therefore let us add a brief explanation [ἐπίγυσιν] of certain questions.

Whether it is lawful to swear.

(I) The question arises: Is it lawful for Christians to swear? The Essenes once denied this, according to Josephus (Bell. Judaic., bk. 2, ch. 8), as did also the Manichaeans, whom the Franciscans follow today ([Ius canonicum,] Ext., De testibus et attestat., c. 51 Nuper nobis) as do the Anabaptists.32

** Chemnitz (Loci, part 2, p. 49): “Two hundred years after Christ many martyrs refused an oath which the magistrate imposed because they thought that Christians were by no means supposed to swear.”33 **

(1) And yet God Himself swears. Gen. 22:16: “By Myself I have sworn.” Jer. 44:26: “Behold, I have sworn by My great name, says the Lord.” Amos 4:2: “The Lord God has sworn by His holiness.” (Cf. Num. 14:21; Jer. 22:5; 51:14; Amos 6:8.)

(2) Christ, the Mediator of the New Testament, swears. Matt. 5:18: “Truly, truly, I say to you.” This is a formula for swearing, as is gathered from Heb. 6:14. Also, though Christ at first remained silent, after the high priest adjured Him “by the living God,” He gave His confession (Matt. 26:[63]).

(3) The angels swear. In Dan. 12:7 the angel raises his hands toward heaven and swears. In Rev. 10:6 the angel swears by “Him who lives forever and ever.”

(4) Saints of the Old and New Testaments swear. Gen. 14:22: “Abraham swore to the king of Sodom.” Gen. 42:15: “Joseph demanded an oath from his brothers.” Josh. 14:9: “Moses swore, saying.” 1 Sam. 20:3 recounts that David strengthened his agreement made with Jonathan with an oath. (Cf. 1 Sam. 24:[22]; 26:10; 26:16.) In Rom. 9:1 the apostle swears: “I am speaking the truth in Christ, I am not lying; my conscience bears me witness in the Holy Spirit.” 2 Cor. 1:23: “I call God to witness in my soul.” (Cf. Rom. 1:9; 1 Cor. 15:31; 2 Cor. 11:31; Gal. 1:20; Phil. 1:8; 1 Thess. 2:5; 2 Thess. 2:1.)

(5) A lawful oath is a virtue of the Second Commandment, and the moral Law was not abrogated in the New Testament. Deut. 6:13: “You will swear in My name.” In Isa. 65:16 the worship of the New Testament is being discussed: “Whoever will swear on earth will swear in the God of truth.” Jer. 12:16: “If they swear by My name, they will be built up in the midst of My people.” Heb. 6:16: “People swear by something greater than themselves,” etc. That this is not evil of itself is also shown from the example of God, who confirms His promise with an oath.

(6) An oath arises from a right faith in God, namely, that we judge that all things are known [to Him] and before His eyes; we also point out that God is a lover of truth and the avenger of the perjury of a liar. 2 Cor. 11:31: “God knows that I am not lying.”

(7) An oath is part of divine worship because we swear by Him whom we profess to acknowledge as the true God. In Heb. 6:16 we read that an oath is made through one who is more excellent and greater. An oath, then, is a kind of confession of God’s preeminence. Rom. 1:9: “God is my witness, whom I serve with my spirit.”

(8) An oath aims to illumine the glory of God and to promote the welfare of one’s neighbor. Surely, then, in its genus it is not a vice. A manifestation of the truth certainly brings glory to God. Heb. 6:16: “In all disputes among men an oath is final for confirmation.” Therefore we conclude with Augustine (Letter 154): “To swear is not a sin; to perjure is.” Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 89, art. 2): “Swearing is lawful; this is clear: (1) From its origin, because the oath was introduced from the faith by which people believe that God has the infallible truth and the universal knowledge of all things. (2) From its end goal, because it is used to end controversies.”

** In controversies over doubtful matters, God wanted an oath to be used (Exod. 22:11). An oath is part of divine worship (Isa. 19:17), where the prophet is prophesying about the heathen who are going to be converted to the true worship of the true God (also Isa. 45:23). Oaths are lawful, as is seen from: (1) Statements of Scripture and the command of God in Deuteronomy 6. (2) Examples, of God Himself, of Christ, of the angels, and of the patriarchs. (3) The commandment of God that an oath must not be broken (Num. 30:3). (4) Rational arguments, which are: (a) the confirmation of faith (Hebrews 6); (b) “the end of every dispute”34 [Heb. 6:16]. **

The objections of our adversaries.

§ 117. The Anabaptists object: “Although formerly in the Old Testament the fathers were allowed to swear, now in the New Testament we are forbidden to swear by Christ (Matt. 5:34) and James (James 5:12).”

We respond. In the same place (v. 17) Christ clearly says that “He did not come to abolish the Law but to fulfill it.” Therefore Christ’s words are not opposed to God’s Law but to the corruptions of the Pharisees, the nature of which is seen in Matt. 23:16, namely: they judged that swearing by God’s name was lawful even in casual conversation and everyday business, in any situation at all and about any matter at all, even if it did not serve the glory of God or benefit one’s neighbor. What they had agreed to with a simple promise they would violate if the opportunity were given, claiming that God was the avenger only of perjury. In fact, they did not think that a person was guilty of perjury before God if he swore not by the very name of God but by heaven, earth, or the temple. Even if what he was swearing to was nonexistent or was false, they did not think he was guilty of perjury before God. Therefore against these corruptions Christ states that one should in no way swear either directly by God or indirectly by created things, that is to say, vainly or rashly or falsely; rather, one should be very careful about making thoughtless oaths in common conversation where matters can be dealt with through a simple yes or no. (See Chemnitz, Harm., ch. 51, p. 358.) [Ius canonicum] (ch. Etsi Christus, De jurejur.): Swearing out of levity is forbidden here, not out of necessity.35 James’s statement, taken from Christ’s words, has the same meaning. Therefore just as the phrase “at all” in Christ’s words is not simply universal but must be limited to the subject at hand [ὑπoκειμένην ὕλην], so also James’s universal declaration must be taken to refer only to rash and frivolous oaths. Augustine enumerates several species of these and shows that all similar ones are prohibited (Sermon 28 de verb. apost.).

** Heb. 6:16 says, “An oath is the end of all controvery.” Therefore the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews did not consider that the reason and necessity for taking an oath had been removed in the New Testament by Christ. Augustine (De mend., ch. 15): “The Lord said, ‘Do not swear at all,’ lest by swearing it become easy to swear, and from being easy it become customary, and then from being customary one fall into perjury. Regarding this James also says ‘that you not fall under condemnation.’” The particle ὅλως [“at all”] should not be referred to the act but to the object of the act, because one must not swear by those objects which are listed there. The Pharisees took the command about oaths to mean that it only forbade perjury while they allowed thoughtless oaths in everyday life. However, Christ sets the true explanation of the Law against this. Augustine (Letter 154): “It seems to me that this was said not because swearing to the truth is a sin but because perjury is a terrible sin.” A universal particle often should be limited to its subject matter; so in this passage the particle ὅλως [“at all”] forbids any oath, namely, [any] frivolous and thoughtless oaths on a frivolous subject. Thus Exod. 20:10: “You shall not do any work on the Sabbath,” namely, any secular work. Luke 7:28: “None has arisen greater than the Baptist,” namely, none among those who have been born in the usual way. Some interpret ὅλως to mean “frequently and repeatedly,” just as διαπαντός is used in Sirach 23:[10]. (See Lyra in his commentary [on this passage].) **

Which oaths are lawful.

§ 118. (II) The question arises: About what matters should one swear? Or What oaths are lawful?

We respond. We should not develop the habit of swearing just because oaths are lawful; instead, we should only come to witnessing with an oath when necessity so demands. Philo (De dec., p. 481) writes very seriously: “It would be most helpful and fitting for a rational creature to abstain from swearing completely and to become so accustomed to telling the truth that his plain speech gains the character of an oath. Secondarily, however, it is as the proverb says, ‘To swear rightly is to navigate [a difficult course].’ ” Philo again (De special. legib., p. 490): “The habit of swearing frequently is proof of a lack of trustworthiness.” Sirach 23:9[–11] calls us away from the thoughtless habit of swearing with these words: “Do not accustom your mouth to an oath, and do not habitually utter the name of God, for you will not be free of blame. The man who swears frequently will be filled with iniquity, and the scourge will not leave his house. If he has sworn needlessly, he will not be justified,” etc. Since these words have been taken from the Second Commandment of the Decalogue, the only oath that is lawful is the one taken about a lawful, possible, certain, just, and good matter when the glory of God and the welfare of one’s neighbor demand it. Hence the various species of legitimate oaths are established:

** One is private, among private citizens, and then only a few; another is public, which is taken solemnly in a public place. **

One is asserting. It asserts or denies something about a present or past thing. Another is promissory, which binds us to do or not to do something. One is voluntary, when someone gives himself to an oath voluntarily. Another is compulsory, when someone is forced to swear unwillingly. One is private and is used by private citizens in partnerships and contracts; another is alien and is imposed [from without] by a magistrate. They call this a “conceived, solemn, and corporal oath.”

** The alien or imposed oath is that which others impose on the oath-taker by authority, such as when a magistrate demands an oath from his subjects, even by force and compulsion. This compulsion is either just, as when a victor imposes an oath of loyalty upon the vanquished; or it is unjust, as when thieves extort oaths from those whom they have criminally attacked. **

Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 89, art. 6): “It is one thing to swear by simply calling a witness, as happens when one swears by God; it is something else to swear by cursing, as happens when one swears by creatures.” The jurists have a judicial oath, a purgatorial oath, an oath of calumny, an oath of horror, etc. Alexander of Hales ([Summa,] part 3, q. 31, membr. 3, art. 1) reduces all swearing to these four kinds:


An oath-taker has a reverence for primary truth, which is God, and calls Him to witness. This happens: (1) According as He is the beginning of all truth, then one swears to God through truth. (2) According as He is the knower of all truth, in which case the formula is “as God is my witness.” (3) According as He is the judge and repayer of rewards to the good, in which case the formula is “as the Lord lives.” (4) According as He is the repayer of punishment to the wicked, and then the formula is “May the Lord add this to me that I not be saved.”



Whether it is lawful to swear by created things.

§ 119. (III) The question arises: Is it lawful to swear by created things?

We respond. Jerome (commentary on Matthew 5) thinks that Christ absolutely disapproved of formulae for swearing by created things as ungodly. In support of this opinion, many passages from the fathers are cited in canon law ([Ius canonicum,] causa 22, q. 1, c. [8] Considera and c. [16] Movet; and causa 22, q. 5, c. [10] Ecce dico).

** Augustine (Letter ad Public.): “It is not lawful to swear by created things as though they were deities; nevertheless it is lawful to call them as witnesses of our calling upon and invoking of God.” Theophylact (on Matthew 5): “God alone swears by Himself inasmuch as He is subject to no one; but in our case, since we have no power of our own, how can we swear by our own head? For it is the possession of another. Therefore calling Him as witness who has the power to avenge is different from asserting that something we say is true by swearing on a particularly precious thing.” The Fourth Council of Carthage (canon 61): “A priest who swears by created things should be rebuked harshly and, if he persists in his sin, must be excommunicated.” **

Some respond to Jerome saying that swearing by created things is condemned only if the fear of God in the oath [religio iurisiurandi] is given to the created things themselves and in so doing some divine power or attribute, such as omniscience or omnipotence, is attributed to them. Jer. 5:7: “They swear by those things which are not gods.” Or [they say] if someone swears rashly and carelessly by creatures under the impression that with such witnesses he can avoid sin against the Second Commandment and that it would not be perjury for him to break [such an oath]. This was the opinion of the Pharisees, against which Christ (Matt. 5:34) sets forth the true explanation of the Law: that rash, futile, and thoughtless oaths are prohibited—even if they are not made expressly by the name of God but by heaven, by earth, by Jerusalem, or by the head of the oath-taker—because even in these formulae God’s name is contained obliquely, indirectly, relatively, and implicitly, seeing as “heaven is the throne of God, the earth His footstool”; “Jerusalem is the city of the great King”; and “no one can make even a single hair of his head white or black” [cf. Matt. 5:34–36]. In addititon, the disgrace that is brought upon created things by the fact that the honor being given them is owed to God alone then falls back on their Creator. Anselm [of Laon] (on Matthew 5): “We should not swear by creatures both because they are good things made by the highest Good and because God dwells in them.” Luther (Enarr. 2. praecepti, Wittenberg Latin, vol. 2): “He who swears by those things which are of God or which are related to Him is always also swearing by God, of whom, in whom, and unto whom all things exist.” Alexander of Hales ([Summa,] part 3, q. 31, art. 9): “To swear by a creature is to call its Creator as a witness of the truth.”

However, because an oath in the proper sense is an act of reverence owed to God alone, oath formulae that do not expressly use the name of God are better called serious adjurations and strong declarations or, at least, indirect oaths to which belong formulae such as these: Deut. 4:26: “I call heaven and earth to witness against you this day.” Gen. 42:15: “As Pharaoh lives.” 1 Sam. 20:3: “As my soul lives,” etc. [Euthymius] Zigabeni reports (Elench. Ismaëlit.): “Mohammad swears by the sun, moon, stars, fiery brightness, animals, and things of this sort.” The Emperor Justinian ordered his new officials to swear “not only by almighty God and His only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, but also by the holy and glorious mother of God, the ever-virgin Mary, and by the holy archangels Gabriel and Michael” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] novell. 9). King Otto [I] swears to Pope John [XII] ([Ius canonicum,] dist. 63, c. [33] Tibi Dn. Johanni) “by the Holy Trinity, by the wood of the life-giving cross, by the relics of the saints.”36 However, because an oath is a species of honor [cultus] that is owed to God alone, by which the glory of omniscience and omnipotence is attributed to Him, the estates dedicated to the Augsburg Confession do not accept these oath formulae. Thus in the religious Peace of Passau in 1552 they agreed that in the imperial court it would be a matter of freedom for judicial aides and prosecuting and defense attorneys as to whether they wished to swear under this formula or by God and the Gospel. Wesenbecius points out (Parat., de jurejur., no. 6) that this means the hypostatic Word—that is, the Son of God—and not the letter of the Gospel.

** “The formula for swearing among the Jews is this. The person who takes the oath holds the book of the Law in his arms and swears in the holy language [Hebrew] thus: ‘I swear by the God of Israel, by Him who is called gracious and merciful, that I owe this man nothing.’ The judges say, ‘We adjure you by God, by Him who is called merciful, that nothing be in your hand.’ And he responds: ‘Amen’ ” (Schindlerus, Lex., on the word [image: ]). **

On ceremonies used in swearing.

§ 120. (IV) The question arises: What should be done regarding ceremonies that are used in taking oaths?

We respond. It is not out of place for some rituals to be used in taking oaths for the sake of greater reverence. Eleazar swore by putting his hand under Abraham’s thigh (Gen. 24:2) since he was hoping for the Messiah to come from the seed of Abraham. Christians formerly would swear “by touching the grave of a holy martyr” (Gregory, bk. 5, Letter 33), “with their hand on the altar” (Gregory of Tours, Histor., bk. 5, ch. 3), or “by placing their hand on the book of the Gospels” (Sozomen, Histor. eccles., bk. 6, ch. 30). According to the Constitutio Carolina, which they call the Aurea Bulla [“the Golden Bull”], before the election of the Roman king or emperor,37 the princes of the church who were the electors would give an oath before an altar with the Gospel of St. John set on it and would place their hands reverently upon their breast; on the other hand, the secular princes who were electors would give their oath by physically touching that Gospel with their hands. In Deut. [32]:40 and Dan. 12:7, swearing was done by lifting one’s hands toward heaven. From that certainly arose today’s custom of giving a corporal, or solemn, oath by holding straight and upright the first two fingers, the index and middle, to indicate the pledging of soul and body. Some would even have the thumb be lifted to show that the oath is being given to the Holy Trinity. Women swear by putting their right hand against their breast, a custom the ancient Germans used, too, according to Petrus Gregorius (Syntag., bk. 50, ch. 8, no. 30). Today, in addition to touching the book of the Gospels, in some places candles are lighted and other ceremonies are used, though even if these are omitted the integrity of the oath remains.

What oaths must be kept?

§ 121. (V) The question arises: What oaths must be kept?

We respond: “Rescind your promise in promising evil things; in a shameful vow, keep the decree silent which you vowed carelessly, that you do not do it. Wicked is the promise that is fulfilled by iniquity,” as Isidore states ([Ius canonicum,] causa 22, q. 4, c. In malis). “What is sworn badly is fulfilled worse. It is a wretched exigency that is eased by parricide,” says Ambrose (De officiis, bk. 3, ch. 12), where he is discussing Herod’s oath. “An oath should not bind one to wickedness,” as Ambrose also says, releasing Hubaldus from an oath that he made to a concubine.

** Jerome says that an oath stands on the basis of three conditions: “truth, judgment, and justice.” On truth, that one swear that what his conscience dictates is true. On judgment, that one apply judgment with a deliberate mind, swear about a certain and known matter, and pay careful attention to the sanctity of the oath. On justice, that one take an oath about a just, lawful, and possible matter which does not conflict with faith and love. **

Philo writes beautifully (De specialibus legibus ad tria Decal. Praecepta, p. 491): “A person who swears behaves badly and adds fault to fault since he is abusing the oath when he ought rather to have abstained from wickedness. Therefore let him abstain and as a suppliant beseech God to forgive him out of His kindness for his ill-advised rashness by which he acted without thinking in taking an oath. For it is near incurable madness to double your crime when you could unburden yourself of half your guilt.”

On the other hand, if we are speaking of an oath made about a lawful and possible thing, it must be kept scrupulously, even if it seems harsh and difficult. Ps. 15:4[, 1]: “He who swears to his own hurt” (which applies to harming his own possessions) “and does not change shall dwell on the hill of the Lord.” Hence it is readily apparent what should be decided about an oath given to a robber, both in regard to counting out to him a certain amount of money as well as about [promising] to keep silent [about it]. Rauchbar discusses this in detail (Quaest. juris, p. 2, q. 4). To be sure, some outstanding theologians claim that such an oath should be kept, for the sanctity of an oath should be more holy and honorable to us than the loss of money. Furthermore, such an oath is not unlawful in its own category, comparatively speaking, to the extent that one can thereby preserve his life. If it was just and lawful to promise any such thing by an oath, it will also be just and lawful to fulfill those things promised by an oath. Although the Gibeonites deceived Joshua, he did not wish to violate the sanctity of his oath (Josh. 9:18).

** It pleased God that Joshua kept the oath which he had given the Gibeonites. This is clear from the fact that the violation of that covenant, committed by Saul, could not be expiated except by the slaughter of his children (2 Sam. 21:6). **

That we should keep oaths even given to our enemies is clear from 2 Kings [24:20] and Ezek. 17:13. The Scholastics say that a coerced oath is obligatory in the forum of the conscience but not in the exterior forum, and that, accordingly, money sworn to a robber must be given, but that there should be a remedy by which he can get back in court what he has given or declare it to the judge. He should not swear to what he does not wish to declare because this is contrary to fraternal correction, and thus is unlawful.


** The question is not what right someone has against a robber, but how his oath has bound him in his conscience, in which respect theologians say that such an oath is obligatory. In this oath two things are usually promised: first, a certain sum of money; second, permanent silence. As regards the former, the sanctity of an oath is holier than the loss of money. As regards the latter, we say that such injustice and threatened force should be kept silent with regard to this species. That is, the loss suffered at the hands of robbers by virtue of an oath given should not be revealed. And yet with regard to the genus one can tell about it; that is, he can advise the magistrate in general to be watchful and pay attention to the fact that the province should be cleared of all evil men who, it is certain and known, wander here and there, robbing and plundering, and that the public roads be kept safe. (Schmuccius) **



Whether the use of amulets and markings should be approved.

§ 122. (VI) The question arises: Are the superstitious amulets, necklaces of certain things, and [mystic] markings that are used to avert diseases and other evils to be approved?38

We respond. Not at all. For even though they do not involve an obvious pact with the devil, nor is there a rejection of Christ or Baptism, nevertheless such superstition is a sin against the Second Commandment inasmuch as the name of God is taken in vain. God has not given us His Word to the end that we use its individual letters to avert diseases of our body, but that we may be instructed by it to eternal life and to the salvation of our souls (John 20:31). Therefore whatever healings and [medical] observances are not based in nature or in God’s institution are to be deemed superstitious, and their invention is to be ascribed to the devil. Thoughtlessly, therefore, do some physicians approve of this remedy through certain verbal formulas, thus confirming the superstitions of little old ladies (see Aëtius, bk. 8, ch. 50; Trallianus, bk. 9, ch. 4), whether they claim that diseases actually are taken away by their incantations or by accident, to the extent that the confidence and enthusiasm of a sick person are increased by the use of incantations to which he attributes some power, and, as a consequence, the illness is lifted.







PART III: THE THIRD COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 123. The Third Commandment is: “Remember to hallow the Sabbath Day. Six days you shall labor and do all your works, but the seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord your God. On it you shall not do any work—you or your son or your daughter, your manservant or your maidservant, or your livestock, or the sojourner who is within your gates. For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested on the seventh day. Therefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath Day and hallowed it” (Exod. 20:8–11). It has two parts: the commandment and the rationale for the commandment. The commandment prescribes observing the Sabbath both by hallowing it and by rest from one’s exterior labors. In this commandment, ceremonial matters must be carefully distinguished from moral matters; hallowing the Sabbath [must be distinguished] from abstaining from those works which hinder divine worship. That is, when the public ministry of the church is established for certain days and that time is given to the ministry of the Word for the sake of good order, this is moral. But hallowing the seventh day—that is, assigning to this worship the Sabbath of the Jews as it was observed in the Old Testament—is ceremonial, as we shall show in greater detail in its own place [§ 141; cf. On the Ceremonial and Forensic Laws (Commonplace XVI), §§ 27, 39–41]. The rationale for the commandment sends us back to the example of God Himself and to His primeval institution, for God Himself performed His tasks for six days when He created heaven and earth in the beginning, but on the seventh day He rested and hallowed that day by resting.

“Remember.”

§ 124. To investigate the aim and end purpose of the commandment, we must first pay careful attention to the individual words. (I) God does not simply say, as He does in the rest of the commandments, “You shall hallow the Sabbath Day,” but He first uses a word for attention: “Remember to hallow the Sabbath Day.” In Hebrew, [image: ][“remember”] is in the infinitive, and this kind of commanding is very serious and weighty. Therefore it is accusing the slothfulness of our corrupt nature that we are frequently unmindful of piety and divine worship. Therefore the stimulus of this word rouses us from our lethargy. Furthermore, this word admonishes us that the observance of the Lord’s Commandments requires a remembering and watchful mind that thinks about keeping the Commandments night and day. Ps. 1:2: “Blessed is the man who meditates day and night on the Law of the Lord.” Ps. 119:16: “I shall not forget Your words.” Ps. 119:87: “I have not forgotten Your precepts.” Forgetting God’s Commandments is the most direct road to breaking them. In fact, because the word “remember” concerns a disposition of the mind rather than an external work, this word shows that this commandment requires not so much an external observance of the Sabbath as an interior one. Futhermore, what this commandment requires in regard to hallowing the Sabbath specifically is applied to all of God’s Commandments without exception in other passages. Deut. 6:8: “And this Law will be a sign upon your hand and as a remembrance between your eyes.” Mal. 4:4: “Remember the Law of My servant Moses, the statutes and ordinances that I commanded him at Horeb for all Israel.” Finally, because God hallowed the Sabbath right away at the beginning of the world’s creation, the word “remember” renews, so to speak, the memory of that fact. The rabbinic scholars make the ridiculous claim that the reason the word “remember” was placed at the beginning of this commandment is because in every precious thing one should have a recollection of the Sabbath; so if he has new clothing, he should wait for the Sabbath Day to use it first.

“To hallow.”

§ 125. (II) We are commanded to hallow the Sabbath, and it is in this that the aim and soul, so to speak, of this commandment consist. God hallows the Sabbath in Gen. 2:3 differently than men do. God blesses the Sabbath and hallows it; that is, He assigns it to divine worship, and “this blessing comes upon those who hallow the Sabbath according to God’s command,” as Rabbi Agnon says. God’s blessing is His well-doing [benedicere est benefacere]. Therefore those who hallow the Sabbath to honor God are filled with good things of every kind, especially spiritual ones. People hallow the Sabbath when they acknowledge that God has made it holy, when they regard it as holy, and when they leave room for holy works on that day. What are these works? Inner sanctification and spiritual worship are required by the first two commandments. However, because in this life that spiritual and inner worship needs some external exercise of the public ministry through which God causes, preserves, and increases that inner sanctification in us and in which the marks of that inner sanctification are produced, the Third Commandment should be taken to refer to the public ministry of the Word and of the sacred ceremonies. Exod. 31:13–14: “You shall keep My Sabbaths that you may know that I, the Lord, am sanctifying you. You shall keep the Sabbath, for it is holiness for you.” That is, I shall work inner sanctification in your hearts through the public, external ministry of the Word. Exod. 20:24: “In every place where I establish the remembrance of My name, I shall come to you and bless you.” What those exercises of the public ministry and of divine worship are will appear in the listing of the virtues of this commandment [§ 136].

“Day.”

§ 126. (III) We are not simply ordered to hallow the Sabbath, but we have the addition: “Remember to hallow the Sabbath Day”—not because God wanted to confirm a superstitious observation of days, but that we may be taught to hallow the entire day of the Sabbath and spend it in good works. It is a common and, indeed, very wicked custom to spend only a part of the holy day—and, in fact, the least part of it—on divine worship and to give the rest of that day to worthless idleness or even to dancing and feasting. However, we must remember that the day, not merely several hours of the Sabbath, must be hallowed.

Next, when we are ordered to hallow a day, it follows by common sense that a holy day requires also holy works and holy behavior, just as even the pagan poet writes:

The holy day dawns. Be kind in thought and word.

On this good day must good words be spoken.39

Finally, because in addition to a Sabbath of days there are also Sabbaths of months and of years (Lev. 25:4, 8; 26:35), here there is express mention of the Sabbath Day to make it clear that this commandment is especially about the Sabbath of days. In other passages God generally speaks in the plural, as Exod. 31:13: “You shall keep My Sabbaths.”

“Sabbath.”

§ 127. (IV) The seventh day is specifically expressed as set apart for divine worship. The people of Israel were carnal and quite inclined toward superstition and idolatry. For that reason God prescribed for them not only rites and ceremonies to instruct them about the worship of God but also special times and days on which to exercise those rites and ceremonies. He did not leave it as a free matter of their choice to select whatever days they wished but bound them by certain laws that they might in this way be called away from self-chosen acts of worship. Deut. 12:8: “You shall not do, everyone doing what is right in his own eyes.” Additionally, the seventh day was selected above the rest most fittingly to be a reminder of the past (the Sabbath of creation) and as a sign of the future (namely, because of the Sabbath of redemption which Christ spent in the tomb and because of the eternal Sabbath). Exod. 31:13: “You shall keep My Sabbath, for this is a sign between Me and you.” Ezek. 20:20: “I gave them My Sabbaths to be a sign between Me and them.” We in the New Testament are free of this ceremonial trapping of the Law.

“Six days shall you labor.”

§ 128. (V) “Six days shall you labor and do all your works.” The word [image: ] properly means “You will work slavishly.” Therefore God is showing the difference between external works and exercises of piety and divine service. The former He calls servile works, but He says that the Sabbath is hallowed by the latter. It should not be supposed that those vocational labors displease God, for in this very commandment about hallowing the Sabbath, He mentions those labors expressly and assigns six days for them. Only the seventh day does He command to be given to divine worship. Some take the words “six days shall you labor” permissively, in the sense that God has left His people free to decide what He wished them to do on any of those days. However, it is more correctly understood imperatively, as said in the form of a command, just as Luther translates it: “Six days you should work” [sechs Tage sollst du arbeiten], for God requires the labors of our calling no less than He does our hallowing of the Sabbath. Gen. 3:19: “By the sweat of your face you shall eat your bread.” Moreover, the form in the Hebrew verb is the same [image: ],40 etc. Because of the extreme corruption of man’s nature, slovenly idleness on the other days is no less forbidden than the hallowing of the seventh day is commanded. The rationale appended to this commandment proves this very thing, for it not only mentions that God rested on the seventh day but also that He worked on six days. Therefore just as the example of God is set forth for us in His resting on the Sabbath, so also we should see the same example being set forth for us in His work of six days.

§ 129. (VI) Six days are given to our servile labors while the seventh is given only to hallowing the Sabbath, not because the works to which the six-day period is devoted are more excellent and more worthy than those by which the Sabbath is made holy, but because God is aware of the extreme corruption of our nature, and because of it our flesh must undergo labor, lest it be lazy from idleness. In the beginning we were not created for those servile works, for that sweat of our face, but for those works by which the Sabbath is hallowed. In life eternal when we shall celebrate the Sabbath from the Sabbath, those difficult and servile works which serve the necessities of this life will cease, but due to our nature’s corruption, which originated with the sin of our first parents and has been handed down to us, those labors and drops of sweat have been multiplied as punishments. Therefore after the labors of six days have duly burdened and wearied us, the rest of a single day, the seventh, is given to us. On this basis it is clear what should be determined regarding the abundance of superfluous and superstitious holidays.

“And do all your works.”

§ 130. (VII) We are commanded to work for six days and to do or discharge ([image: ] means both) all our works, which is not without emphasis, for God prescribes for each person the works of his calling, which should be fulfilled without meddlesomeness [πoλυπραγμoσύνη]. 1 Cor. 7:17: “Let everyone lead the life that the Lord has assigned to him.” 1 Thess. 4:11: “Strive to live quietly and to do your own works, and to work with your hands as we charged you.” In 2 Thess. 3:11 they are said to walk ἀτάκτως [“disorderly”] who do not work but are busybodies. In fact, because those servile works are said to be “ours” and are distinguished from the works by which the Sabbath is hallowed, this means that it is not within the realm of our own strength to perform those holy works that are to be done on the Sabbath in such a way that they would please God, but rather that this is the work of God, who Himself hallows us. Exod. 31:13: “You shall keep My Sabbaths that you may know that I am Jehovah, hallowing you.” Ezek. 20:[20]: “I have given them My Sabbaths that they may know that I am the Lord, who hallows them.”

“The seventh day is the Sabbath of God.”

§ 131. (VIII) The seventh day is called “the Sabbath of the Lord our God.” Certainly, “the Sabbath was made for man,” as Christ declares (Mark 2:27), that is, for man’s use and benefit. But it is not called “man’s Sabbath” but “God’s Sabbath,” because God instituted it and because He celebrated it at the beginning of creation immediately after He had finished creating heaven and earth. Also, in these words lies the cause: the Lord, to whom the Sabbath belongs, is your God; therefore you will hallow the Sabbath for His honor and worship. In fact, these words prescribe something of the manner by which we should hallow the Sabbath; for since it is God’s Sabbath, it should be hallowed with the works of God, that is, with the works that God prescribes and requires, just as in the First Commandment the words “I am the Lord your God” command us not to worship God in any way other than He has prescribed to us in His Word. The very beautiful passage of Isa. 58:13 belongs here: “If you turn away your foot from the Sabbath and do not do your will” ([image: ], what pleases you) “on My holy day, then the Sabbath will be called a delight glorious in the holiness of the Lord; then you will glorify it, not doing your own ways or finding your own will.” (Here the noun “our will” means not only the corrupt desires of the flesh but also superstitious self-chosen acts of worship, as is clear from the meaning of the entire chapter.) Finally, with the words “It is the Sabbath of the Lord your God,” we are commanded to celebrate the Sabbath for the honor and worship of God alone and to give religious adoration to Him alone. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 8, ch. 27): “We do not establish temples, priesthoods, rites, and sacrifices for the martyrs since they are not our gods, but their God is our God. To be sure, we honor their memories as holy men of God,” (etc.), “but we do not establish priests for them, nor do we offer them sacrifices,” (etc.). “That would be incongruous and illicit, because such is due to God alone.”

“In it you shall not do any work.”

§ 132. (IX) “In it you shall not do any work.” Münster reports (on Exodus 20) that the rabbinic scholars take these words to mean that on the Sabbath Day one is not permitted to put fruit onto coals to roast it, to pour wine over crushed mustard, or to peel the garlic you would like to eat. It was also forbidden to catch a leaping flea or to kill reptiles of either sex unless they threaten you. You were not allowed to climb a tree, lest you break off a branch. When you walk on the grass, take care not to uproot a plant with your shoe. Playing the cithara or any other musical instrument was not allowed, nor singing, nor any other sound to make a child stop crying, etc. They even say that the Sabbath is hallowed when people wear other clothes and eat and speak in ways other than they do on common days, namely, if they eat meat and fish, if they drink wine, etc. These frivolities, more absurd than Sicilian nonsense, we deservedly leave to their authors. What works God has forbidden us to do on the Sabbath is answered not only from other passages of Scripture but also from the very words of this commandment: “You shall not do any work,” that is, any servile work that would hinder the functions of the public ministry and worship of God, for the word [image: ] precedes, and slaves and beasts of burden are commanded to abstain from their work. Lev. 23:7: [image: ][image: ] (“You shall do no work of servitude nor any slavish task”). The reason is added in Deut. 5:15: “Remember that you were a slave in the land of Egypt, and the Lord brought you out from there.” Therefore, in memory of that benefit, God commands that there be a rest from labor on the Sabbath even for slaves and beasts of burden.

Here again a careful distinction must be made between the ceremonial and moral parts of this commandment. You see, it is moral and perpetual that works are forbidden which hinder the exercise of the public ministry; nevertheless those works have not been forbidden which pertain to the worship of God, to sacred ceremonies, to the love of one’s neighbor, and to the necessities of life. On the other hand, the ceremonial law prohibited many things to the Jews, but we in the New Testament are no longer bound to them. Exod. 16:29: “Let no man go out of his place on the Sabbath.” And yet Christ often traveled on the Sabbath (Matt. 12:1). Jer. 17:21 gravely pronounces: “Burdens must not be carried on the Sabbath Day.” But in John 5:8 Christ orders a man to take up his bed. There are some who interpret these words allegorically, that we should not do our works on the Sabbath—that is, we should not do those things which stem from our corrupted nature. However, this allegory belongs to the topic of the spiritual Sabbath of Christians which is perpetual and should be celebrated every day of our life. It does not belong to this passage, though, because one must abstain from such works of the corrupt flesh not only on the seventh day but also on the six intervening days as well.

“Neither you nor your son nor your daughter, nor your manservant,” etc.

§ 133. (X): “In it you shall not do any work, not you nor your son nor your daughter, nor your manservant nor your maidservant,” etc., “nor the sojourner who is within your gates.” From these words, we conclude: (1) Although the hallowing of the Sabbath does not consist primarily and properly in external rest, this commandment still forbids servile works in clear language because they do hinder the true hallowing of the Sabbath. From this a general rule should be deduced which should be observed regarding all the commandments of the Decalogue: that the Law of God has forbidden not only sins but also the occasions for sins, and the Law of God not only requires virtues but also commands us to turn away from all those things which are a hindrance to virtues. Also, from this it is clear with what an attentive mind, with what serious zeal, and with what attention sacred things should be handled! Also, with what eagerness and willingness of spirit the Word of God should be heard!

(2) Because there is explicit mention of children, servants, and sojourners, one gathers from this that parents, heads of households, and magistrates are not only required to hallow the Sabbath themselves but also to see to it that the children, servants, and sojourners entrusted to their hospitality and care hallow it as well. As far as the sharing of religion [religionis communicatio] is concerned, there is no difference between parents and children, masters and servants, rulers and subjects, “for there is one Lord of all, one faith for all, one hope and inheritance for all” (Eph. 4:4–5).

(3) Finally, because foreigners were commanded to rest from working on the seventh day, it is clear that even though they were not forced to assume Israel’s religion, those foreigners were still required to submit themselves to God’s Law in external matters. This has been set before the Christian ruler to be imitated in its own way. Had sojourners been allowed to work on the Sabbath, not only would their example have been a source of offense to the Israelites, but also their own servile tasks could have resulted in a fraudulent evasion of the Law through them.

“Nor your cattle.”

§ 134. (XI) God even remembers the cattle in this commandment, not that “God is concerned about oxen” (1 Cor. 9:9)—that is, not that He gave His Law to animals or that the hallowing of the Sabbath applies even to beasts—but rather He commands rest for the cattle on the Sabbath for these reasons: (1) Because the work of oxen requires a human handler.

(2) Had no mention of cattle been made expressly, the Jews could have evaded the divine Law by loaning their oxen to Gentiles to do their work for them.

(3) God wanted them to be refreshed on the seventh day because not only people but even cattle need some rest. The fact that the commandment connects man’s rest and that of cattle shows that the genuine observance of the Sabbath does not consist in the external rest from servile tasks—which is common to man and animal—but hallowing is also required. This hallowing is proper to man and is the reason why the external rest is required.

(4) Because God also grants some rest to animals, we should learn from this how much more kindness and clemency He has bestowed upon us.

(5) This word invites us to show humane treatment not only to servants and pilgrims but even to beasts, because cruelty to animals engenders and increases hostility toward one’s neighbor, as is witnessed by the example of Domitian, who learned his tyranny from his daily practice of killing flies. Prov. 12:10: “A righteous man has regard for the life of his beast, but the heart of the wicked is cruel.”

“For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth.”

§ 135. (XII) Here the Israelites are reminded of the original establishment of the Sabbath. Therefore this addition gives the cause: “Hallow the Sabbath Day,” etc. “For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day. Therefore God blessed the Sabbath Day and hallowed it” [Exod. 20:11]. It was fitting that, among other things, the Sabbath be a permanent reminder of creation. This is why the Israelites are reminded of this article. Just as God created all things in six days and on the seventh day rested and saw what He had made, so also we should work for six days and on the seventh rest and think about the benefits given to us in the article on God’s creation and providence.

But how did God rest since, properly speaking, He did not labor in the task of creation? He spoke, and it was done. We respond. “Rest” can be understood in two ways: either to denote the end or terminus of an action, or to express a period of refreshment after working. Rest is attributed to God in the prior way, but not in the latter. Just as one should not think that God tires in His work, so neither is there idleness in God’s rest. Furthermore, God stopped making new kinds of creatures and observes and governs what He has made. Christ says (John 5:17): “My Father is working ἕως ἄρτι [“until now”], and I am working.” (See Augustine, De Genesi ad lit., bk. 4, ch. 12.) Elsewhere these words are explained in greater detail.

Here let us note the added reason for the commandment. On the seventh day, after He had created man, God rested. Surely, then, man should also rest in God so that God may rest in him. Since God rests on the seventh day without ceasing from all work, but preserves and governs the entire universe, so also hallowing the Sabbath does not consist of slothful idleness but that we do those things which have to do with the glory of God.

The virtues required in the Third Commandment.

§ 136. From these foundations the virtues of the Third Commandment are easily concluded. (1) In Lev. 23:3 the Lord says to the Israelites: “Six days shall work de bone, but on the seventh day is a Sabbath of rest, [image: ] (‘a holy convocation’).” (This is repeated in vv. 7, 8, 21, and 27.) Therefore the law regarding the Sabbath requires that public assemblies of the church be instituted so that the faithful may gather to the public ministry. 2 Kings 10:20: “ ‘Sanctify an assembly unto Baal.’ And they convoked it.” Here the words are taken from the Third Commandment.

(2) In those public assemblies, true doctrine41 must be propagated, and God’s Word must be preached and heard. Lev. 10:11: “Let the priests in the tabernacle of the church teach the people of Israel all the statutes which Jehovah has spoken to them.” In Luke 4:16 Christ teaches on the Sabbath in the synagogue at Nazareth. Acts 13:14–15: “On the Sabbath Day, Paul and Barnabas entered the synagogue and sat down. After the reading of the Law and the Prophets, the rulers of the synagogue sent to them and said, ‘Brethren, if you have any word of exhortation for the people, say it.’ ” Verse 44: “The next Sabbath almost the whole city gathered together to hear the Word of God.” Acts 15:21: “From ancient times Moses has had in every city those who preach him, for he is read every Sabbath in the synagogues.”

(3) In those same assemblies, the divinely instituted ceremonies should be administered, especially the Sacraments. Although in the New Testament they are not bound to a certain time and place, nevertheless it is fitting that they be actively administered especially in the public assembly of the church. 1 Cor. 11:20: “When you meet together in one place, this is not to eat the Lord’s Supper.” Acts 20:7: “On the first day of the week, when we had gathered together to break bread, Paul spoke to them.”

(4) The public, solemn invocation and praising of God must be instituted in which our praise, thanksgivings, and prayers are joined together with the church. Ps. 22:[22]: “In the midst of the congregation ([image: ]) I shall praise You.” Verse 25: “From You comes my praise in the great congregation.” Acts 16:13: “On the Sabbath Day we went outside the city where there seemed to be a place of prayer; and we sat down and spoke to the women who had come together.”

(5) Alms should be gathered to support the poor. Isa. 58:7[, 13]: “Share your bread with the hungry and bring the needy into your house. This will be called the holy Sabbath of the Lord,” etc. 1 Cor. 16:1–2: “Concerning the collections which are being made for the saints: as I directed the churches at Galatia, so you also are to do. On the first day of every week, each of you is to put something aside and store it up, as it pleases him.” (See Justin, Apol. 2, p. 77, where he very beautifully describes the assemblies of the church at his time.) To this belongs also all other works of mercy, which certainly do not profane the Sabbath. Frequently Christ healed the sick on the Sabbath and defended this activity of His against the superstition of the Pharisees.

(6) One must abstain from manual, servile, and mechanical works, which hinder the public exercise of divine worship.

The sins against the Third Commandment.

§ 137. Therefore the following sins conflict with the Third Commandment: (1) “Neglecting to meet together” (Heb. 10:25). Not to be involved in the public assemblies of the church, to think little of them, and to attend the holy assemblies rarely.

(2) To waste holy days in slothful idleness; to neglect reading, meditating on, and hearing the Word; and to change doctrine according to the feelings and desires of others.

(3) To neglect the administration and use of the Sacraments, to change their divine institution, to exclude from participation in sacred rites those who should have been admitted, and to admit those who should have been excluded. Ezek. 23:38[–39]: “They profaned My Sabbaths when they sacrificed their children to idols.”

(4) To hold the public prayers of the church in contempt; to absent oneself from them without urgent cause; to be present for public prayers and to recite them, but without feeling or attention; and to pray in an unknown language. 1 Cor. 14:17: “You may give thanks well enough, but the other person is not edified.”

(5) To give little or nothing for the support of the poor; to sound the trumpet when you give your alms (cf. Matt. 6:2), that is, to make a display of oneself in giving alms.

(6) To give no rest to domestic servants; to do works on the Sabbath which hinder and could distract one from hallowing the Sabbath.

The duties of ministers of the Word.

§ 138. Furthermore, since not all people can perform the office of prophet (1 Cor. 12:29), the sanctioning of this commandment establishes a distinction between ministers of the Word and hearers. Each of these is assigned their own responsibilities and roles.

The duties of ministers are: (1) To set before the flock entrusted to them the true and full teaching of the Law and Gospel. 1 Pet. 4:11: “He who speaks, let him speak as one who utters the oracles of God.” To this belongs the catechetical instruction of the untaught, the refutation of those who are opposed to the truth, the comforting of the afflicted, etc. (2) To administer the Sacraments correctly according to their divine institution. 1 Cor. 11:23: “I received from the Lord what I also delivered to you.” (3) To preserve the discipline of the church. Matt. 18:17: “Tell it to the church.” To this belongs admonition, correction, rebuke, and the use of the Keys in absolution and in excommunication. (4) To pray for the entire church. In 1 Sam. 12:23, Samuel says, “Far be it for me to sin against Jehovah by ceasing to pray for you and instructing you in the good and right way.” (5) To set an example for his hearers of an approved life. Titus 2:7: “Show yourself in all respects a model of good works,” etc. We shall speak about this in greater detail in our chapter on the ministry [On the Ecclesiastical Ministry (Commonplace XXVI), §§ 265–89].

The duties of hearers

The duties of hearers are these: (1) To hear the Word of God from the mouth of ministers as from the mouth of God and to beware of false prophets. (2) To use the divinely instituted Sacraments. (3) To be obedient to ministers; to avoid brethren who walk disorderly [2 Thess. 3:6]; not to greet the excommunicated; etc. (4) To pray for ministers; to thank God for faithful preachers of His Word. (5) To adorn their confession of doctrine with honorable living. (6) Finally, to love and honor ministers, to live peacefully with them, to do good to them, to make a contribution to feed those who teach and learn in schools, to bear with the weaknesses of ministers that do not seriously ruin or hinder their office or give rise to public scandal.

The antithesis shows easily what ministers and hearers must avoid: [becoming] little mindful of their office and [becoming]42 transgressors of the Third Commandment. One should also add the promises and threats as well as the examples that illustrate that obedience to this commandment is rewarded while disobedience is punished.

** In regard to the Sabbath, the Photinians sin by deficiency, for they say that in the New Testament “[the Sabbath] was abrogated in such a way that nothing” (and thus not even the moral Law) “remained.” [Those who sin] by excess are: (1) The Jews, who still today under the New Testament claim that observing the Sabbath is necessary. They imagine that “all the Gentiles who have not kept the Sabbath suffer terrible torments in hell and are compelled, whether they will or no, to keep the Sabbath even in hell. That is, at the moment when the Jews begin their Sabbath on earth, the damned are summoned to rest by an angel when the signal is given and are immediately recalled to their punishment right when the Jews conclude the Sabbath” (Helvicus, vol. 4, Giss. disp. 9). (2) The Ebionites [sin in excess] not so much because of Mosaic rigor but because of the apostles’ examples that are extant in Acts: they observed the Jewish Sabbath along with the Christian Sunday (Eusebius, Hist. 27, bk. 3). (3) In our time, the Christians in Ethiopia act similarly to the Ebionites, according to Bellarmine (De cult. sanctor., bk. 3, ch. 9). Perkins (Casuum consc., bk. 2, ch. 16) poses the question: “Is it within the power of God’s church on earth to transfer the day of the Sabbath from the seventh day to any other day?” To this he gives a negative response but adds moderately that he “is not determining anything absolutely but is only proposing that which seems to him to agree most closely with truth and reason.” Schönfeld more strictly demands necessity (Syllogismo septimo D. Mentzero opposito). His minor premise reads as follows: “Christian children [should learn] the Decalogue in its entirety” (word for word and letter for letter) “so that they both keep in mind the distinction between the ceremonial and moral laws and [know] that in place of the ceremonial Sabbath the seventh day in general” (which is moral) “and actually every day should be celebrated as the Lord’s Day.” To the contrary, Mentzer responds (vol. 2, Giss. Disp. 1, th. 145): “It is not a moral law that each seventh day be a Sabbath; but this is moral, that of every seven days one or more be specifically given to divine worship.” Luther (vol. 8, Jena edition [1562ff.], f. 348)43 in translation renders it as der Feiertag [“the holiday”]. (Cf. Balduin, q. 6 on Colossians 2; and Meelführer, Vindic., Dom. 17 post Trin., th. 46.) **

How many Sabbaths there are.

§ 139. (I) The question arises: How many Sabbaths are there?

We respond. (1) There is the Sabbath of creation (Gen. 2:2), when God rested from all the works He had performed and blessed the seventh day.

(2) There is the Sabbath of Moses, where the seventh day was appointed for the public exercise of divine worship and rest from household and civil works (Exod. 20:10). Furthermore, because the works by which the Sabbath is hallowed are the end purpose for which man was created, the entire week of the other days is called among the Jews “Sabbath” or “Sabbaths.” To this Sabbath of Moses also should belong the Sabbath of years, which was every seventh year, when the Israelites were commanded to interrupt their cultivation of fields and vines (Lev. 25:3[–7]). For this reason it is also called the Sabbath of the land [Lev. 25:6].

(3) There is the Sabbath of redemption, when Christ rested in the tomb for the entire Sabbath Day (Luke [23]:54, 56). Just as God rested on the seventh day when He had finished the work of the first creation, so also Christ in the same way wished to rest in the tomb when the work of our re-creation and reforming [ἀνακτίσεως καὶ ἀναπλάσεως] had been completed, to show that He has won eternal rest for us. Augustine (De Genesi ad lit., bk. 4, ch. 11):


On that Sabbath Day Christ rested in the tomb, and He kept that entire day as the day of His holy rest. This was after He had finished all His work on the sixth day—that is, the day of Preparation, which they call “the sixth of the Sabbath.”44 For on that day were fulfilled on the very tree of the cross all things which were written of Him. He even used that verb when He said, “It is finished.”



** Sipontinus claims that “Sabbath” is derived from [image: ], which means “seven,” because it is the seventh day of the week. Plutarch (Sympos., bk. 4) derives it, but poorly, from σαβάξειν [“cry out in honor of Bacchus”] or Σάββoις(“Bacchanals”). Most accurately, it is derived from [image: ] (“he rested”). **

(4) There is the Christian Sabbath, where, according to the apostles’ arrangement, the first day of the week was set aside for the public assemblies of the church. We shall say more about this in its own place [§ 141].

(5) There is the inner, spiritual Sabbath wherein we rest from the works of our corrupt flesh and let God work in us. This Sabbath should be continuous and perpetual within the reborn. Isa. 56:2: “The one who keeps the Sabbath will keep his hands from doing any evil.” Isa. 58:13: “Do not do your own pleasure on My holy day.” Heb. 4:10: “Whoever enters God’s rest also ceases from his labors as God did from His.” Ignatius (Letter 3 ad Magnesianos): “Let each of us keep the Sabbath spiritually, happily attending to the Law, not indulging the body, marveling at God’s creation,” etc. Augustine (De Gen. ad lit., bk. 4, ch. 13): “In the season of New Testament grace, one observes a permanent Sabbath who works whatever good he does with the hope of the rest to come. He does not boast of those good works of his as if he had some good thing on his own, which he had not received [cf. 1 Cor. 4:7],” etc. “He rests from his former works since now, walking in newness of life, he knows that God is at work in him.”

** Isidore of Pelusium (bk. 1, Letter 71): “You shall call the seventh day holy. You will not do on it any servile (λατρεὑτoν) work, but everything will be done for every soul.” By λατρείαν here he means “servitude.” He says: “Therefore on the Sabbath Day you will do no servile activity which would draw you away as servants from time set aside for the worship of God, lest any sinful burden weigh down upon you. For it is a day to be recreated and forgiven. Its dignity is not served by being disgraced with the bonds of sins nor being afflicted with dishonor. Furthermore, this follows: that whatever is done must be done for the soul. Through these words He orders that all those things which benefit the soul be done: prayer, rest, admonition, doing good, chastity, self-control, truth, purity,” etc. **

Without this spiritual Sabbath, the external observance of the Sabbath is not pleasing to God; in fact, the observance of the ceremonial Sabbath was established as a figure of the spiritual Sabbath. Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 30): “The Sabbaths taught all-day persistence in devotion to God.”

(6) There is an eternal Sabbath on which we shall rest in both soul and body from the sins, calamities, and miseries of this life. Isa. 66:23: “It will be Sabbath after Sabbath.” Heb. 4:6: “It remains for some to enter rest.” Verse 9: “So, then, there remains a Sabbath rest for the people of God.” Origen (on Numbers, homily 23): “Beyond this world there is an observance of the true Sabbath.” This Sabbath is begun in the reborn through the spiritual Sabbath of this life and will finally be fulfilled in the life which is to come. There “God will be all in all” (1 Cor. 15:28).

** The question arises: Was the Sabbath in practice before Moses? Although Moses says, “God rested on the seventh day” [Gen. 2:2], he does not add that either a blessing or a hallowing had been enjoined upon man, when he had been created, by a command, nor is there any trace of hallowing the seventh day in Genesis before the promulgation of the Law. Consequently, the rabbinic scholars say (Bereshit Rabba): “Abraham did not observe the Sabbath.” Thus in the publication of the Law, the Sabbath is established as a memorial not only of resting from the work of creation but also of the liberation from Egypt. **

To what end the Sabbath was established.

§ 140. (II) The question arises: To what end did God establish the Mosaic Sabbath?

We respond. There are several ends: (1) That there would be a certain day on which the public assemblies of the church would be provided and the doctrine of the true knowledge of God would be proclaimed publicly. Lev. 23:3: “The seventh day is a Sabbath of solemn rest, a holy convocation.” To this belong the sacrifices, prayers, hymns, etc., by which the Sabbath was truly hallowed.

(2) That there would be a permanent reminder of the article of creation. The words of this commandment have this in mind. Exod. 20:[9–]10: “Six days you will labor, for in six days God made heaven and earth and rested on the seventh day.”

(3) That there would be a memorial of their liberation from Egyptian slavery and of the thanksgiving that is owed to God for their rest from the severe labors which they had experienced in Egypt. Deut. 5:14–15: “But the seventh day will be a Sabbath to Jehovah, and you will remember that you were a servant in the land of Egypt, and Jehovah your God brought you out with a mighty hand and an outstretched arm. Therefore God commanded you to keep the Sabbath Day.”

(4) That physical rest would be given to animals and people—to animals for the sake of men and to men for the sake of divine worship. Exod. 20:10: “You will not do any work, nor your manservant, nor your cattle.”

(5) That the spiritual and internal Sabbath, the Sabbath of redemption which Christ accomplished in the tomb, and the eternal Sabbath would be impressed upon the Israelites. Exod. 31:13: “You will keep My Sabbath because it is a sign between Me and you.” Ezek. 20:12: “I gave them My Sabbaths for a sign between Me and them.” Augustine (De Genes. ad lit.,45 bk. 4, ch. 11): “One can probably say that the Jews were commanded to observe the Sabbath as a shadow of the future, to prefigure the spiritual rest which God, by the example of His own rest, promised by arcane signification to His faithful who do good works.”

** Reuchlin (De Cabbala, bk. 3). The Cabalists say: “The Sabbath is a mystery of the living God, for it stands as a symbol of the world above, that is, as a symbol of the eternal jubilee where all work shall cease. Therefore [the Sabbath] is mentioned in the laws in a twofold use. Deut. 5[:12]: ‘Keep the Sabbath Day.’ This He wants to be applied to outward actions according to this lower world below. Then, in Exod. 20[:8]: ‘Remember the Sabbath Day to hallow it’—that is, by joining the power of the soul to the mind for the increase of contemplation according to the world above.” (See more there; and in connection with this, see also Galatinus, bk. 11, chs. 8ff.) **

Why the first day of the week has taken the place of the Sabbath.

§ 141. (III) The question arises: In the worship [sacris] of the New Testament, why was the first day of the week appointed to replace the Sabbath?

We respond. We shall speak later about the abrogation of the Sabbath [cf. On the Ceremonial and Forensic Laws (Commonplace XVI), §§ 27, 39–41]. Here we should explain why the apostles appointed the first day of the week for the public exercise of divine worship. This is something that was confirmed later by a special regulation of Constantine, according to Eusebius (De vita Constantini, bk. 4, ch. 18).

** That the apostles observed the first day of the week to conduct assemblies can be concluded from Acts 20:7 and 1 Cor. 16:2, where μία σαββάτων is “the first day of the week.” This day seems more fitting than all others for sacred assemblies because for the second time Christ solemnly committed the apostolic ministry to the disciples when they had gathered together on the eighth day after His resurrection—that is, on the first day of the week (John 20). **

The primary and most important reason is because Christ rose from the dead on that day, as is seen from the Gospel accounts of Matt. 28:1 and Mark 16:1. Thus the first day of the week is called ἡμέρα κυριακή (“the Lord’s Day”) (Rev. 1:10).

(1) Just as the Sabbath was instituted in the Old Testment in remembrance of the benefit of God’s six-day work of creation and His rest from it on the seventh day, so also in the New Testament the first day of the week is celebrated in remembrance of the benefit of Christ’s victorious return from the dead in glory on the first day of the week after He had accomplished the mystery of our redemption through His suffering and death.

(2) Just as in the Old Testament the Sabbath was instituted as a memorial of the liberation from Egypt (Deut. 5:15), so also in the New Testament the Lord’s Day is a memorial of our spiritual liberation from the kingdom and captivity of Satan, which was given to us through Christ’s resurrection. The Israelites’ deliverance from Egypt was a type of this.

(3) Through Christ’s death and resurrection the Levitical ceremonies and shadows of the Law have been abrogated. The Sabbath was counted among these (Col. 2:17). Therefore exchanging the Sabbath for the Lord’s Day is a public testimony that Christians have been freed from the shadows of the Law and from the distinction of days which God had sanctioned formerly. Ignatius (Letter 3 ad Magnes.): “Let everyone who loves Christ celebrate the Lord’s Day, which has been consecrated to the resurrection as the queen and princess of all days.” Moreover, it is not absurd that in this respect there was usually also a reference to the article of creation, seeing as it was on the first day of the week that light was divided from darkness at the beginning of creation. Justin (Apol. 2, p. 77): “We all have an assembly together on Sunday because it is the first day, the day on which God drove away the darkness, changed matter, and made the world—the same day on which Christ, our Savior, rose from the dead.”

** Augustine ([Sermon] 136 de temp., t. 10, col. 186):


The entire gift of the Sabbath and that ancient festival of the Jewish people was changed by the solemnity of that (the Lord’s) day. On the Sabbath the Jews would perform no servile work. Now we do not perform any servile work on the Lord’s Day because we are not slaves to sins and vices. The Jews would not go out of their homes. Now we do not go out of the house of Christ, for we are in the church. They would not light a fire on the Sabbath Day. On the contrary, we kindle the fire of the Holy Spirit within ourselves and cook out every fault of our sins. About this fire the Lord says, “I came to send fire upon the earth” [Luke 12:49]. [The Jews] would not take a trip on the Sabbath Day, for they lost Him who said, “I am the way” [John 14:6]. However, we say, “Blessed are the undefiled in the way, who walk in the Law of the Lord,” etc. [Ps. 119:1].



Blasius Viegas has discussed the prerogatives of the Lord’s Day in detail (commentary on Revelation 1, p. 55). Origen claims (on Exodus 16): “The manna first rained in the desert on the Lord’s Day.” He concludes this from Moses and adds: “Since manna rained from heaven on the Lord’s Day and did not rain on the Sabbath, the Jews should know that our Sunday was preferred to the Jewish Sabbath already at that time, and this indicated that no grace came down from God from heaven to them on their Sabbath.” Ambrose (commentary on 1 Corinthians 10), Augustine (Sermon 257 de temp.), and the Council of Caesarea have the same opinion. Bede reports this in his letter De celebr. pasch. For it was for six whole days that it rained manna continuously, namely, from Sunday through Friday inclusively. Förster (Thes. catech., decad. 1, prob. 8):


With singular zeal and forethought did the Holy Trinity desire solemnly to consecrate the first day of the week as a perpetual remembrance [ἀνάμνησιν] of His cardinal benefits: the Father, because of the work of creation which He began that day; the Son, because of the work of redemption which He completed with His resurrection on that day; and, finally, the Holy Spirit because of His work of sanctification—for the performing of which He was visibly poured out upon Christ’s disciples on that day. **



Whether household and civil tasks have been forbidden absolutely on the Sabbath.

§ 142. (IV) The question arises: Have the tasks of this life—that is, household and civic works—been forbidden on the Sabbath absolutely and simply?

We respond. The Jews are very superstitious when observing the Sabbath. However, let us remember that the aim of this commandment is that it be hallowed, that is, that the Sabbath be spent in holy works. Therefore whatever works do not hinder or impede the public exercise of divine worship are not banned in this commandment. Moreover, in the New Testament Christ teaches that there is a greater freedom (Matt. 12:1; John 5:8; Luke 14:5). In fact, if, for example, necessity or the love of one’s neighbor demands certain works on the Sabbath, one does not sin against this commandment by performing them. There is a little verse about this that includes the four cases in which one may work on the Sabbath: “small things, necessity, the state, with piety.” In Matt. 12:1 the disciples pluck heads of grain on the Sabbath due to hunger. Matt. 12:12: “It is lawful to do good on the Sabbath.” Luke 13:15: “Does not each one of you on the Sabbath untie his ox or his donkey from the manger and lead it away to water it?” Luke 14:5: “Which of you, having a donkey or an ox that has fallen into a well, will not immediately pull it out on the Sabbath Day?” Irenaeus ([Advers. haeres.,] bk. 4, ch. 19, p. 244): “The Law commanded one to refrain from every servile work, that is, from all greed that is motivated by business or any other worldly activity. Furthermore, it encourages the doing of works of the soul; these are done through wisdom and kind words to help our neighbors.” [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] bk.3, C. De feriis, l. Omnes should be understood in reference to those cases: “All judges, all the people of the city, and the duties of all trades should rest on the venerable day of Sunday. However, those in the country may freely and lawfully work in the cultivation of their fields, lest they miss the useful opportunity given by heaven’s providence (because it happens frequently that grain may not be put to the plow or vines to the irrigation ditch more suitably on another day).” Also ([Ius canonicum] (De consecr., dist. 3., cap. Pervenit.): “Word has reached me that some men of perverse spirit have sowed among you some corrupt ideas that are opposed to the holy faith, such that they forbid anything to be done on the Sabbath. We have said that they are nothing else but the preachers of the Antichrist,” etc.

Apart from a case of necessity, the Sabbath is profaned by servile and household works. Therefore we seriously disapprove of what the Jesuit Toletus writes (Instruct., bk. 4, ch. 25): “When these things cannot be done except on a feast day, one may take a trip (having first heard the sacred [Mass]) or may hunt, he may study over litigation for financial reasons, he may sell meat or kill animals to eat for money, he may build places for spectacles on solemnities.”

** Casaubonus (Exerc. 1 ad ann. Baron., ch. 9, p. 66):


The rabbinic scholars make the universal declaration that every immediate peril of losing one’s life supercedes the Sabbath. They have a saying: “One may relieve the necessities of life on the Sabbath.” Josephus (p. 670) said it in this way: “For the sake of the body alone one may resist even on Sabbath days.” Here “body” is what the rabbinics call “the peril of one’s life.” In his book Περὶ ἀπoικίας, Philo reports that “there have been some teachers who taught that written laws were the symbols of intellectual things.” These men were making the observance of the Sabbath according to the letter of little import. Consequently, Philo rebukes them here and urges them to change their opinion. On the other hand, some Jews who relied on the written word were claiming that all work must cease on the Sabbath with no exception and that one should not even resist an enemy who is cutting his throat. Matathias Maccabeus tempered this harshness. He originated the decree that it was lawful to restrain an enemy who was taking one’s life and still keep the Sabbath (as is reported in 1 Maccabees 2:41 and Josephus, bk. 12, ch. 8). Matthew of Paris writes (1260): “At the same time, at Theocesbery, a certain Jew fell into a latrine. Because it was the Sabbath that day, he did not allow himself to be pulled out until the following Lord’s Day because of his reverence46 for the Sabbath. So it happened that the Jew died in the stench.” Münster tells a similar account of another Jew who also fell into a latrine on the Sabbath (Evangelium Hebraicum secundum Matthaeum, ch. 12).



Azorius (Instit., vol. 1, bk. 7, ch. 7, p. 55) allows an interruption of divine worship. Suarez (De festor. observat., bk. 2, ch. 4, no. 3, f. 153) claims: “God dedicated the seventh day to the worship of Himself in mind and intent but not in performance.” Again: “God did not set down an obligation or law of hallowing the Sabbath.” Cajetan (In Thom., part 2, q. 122, art. 4) and Suarez (f. 154): “God made the worship of the Sabbath in the actual outward resting from servile works. He did not command action but only a cessation of action.” Albericus Gentilis (De nupt., bk. 1, ch. 6) says that “it is lawful to bring in grain on the Sabbath Day if ecclesiastical [duties] are not hindered” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] throughout bk. 3, C. De feriis). (1) “The gods help those who act,” says Varro (De re rust., 1), “and our hands must invoke the present help of the gods.” (2) Laws and rights allow one to do certain things even on holy days. (3) It is unnecessary to spend entire days on divine worship. (See Covarruvias, Variar. resol., bk. 4, ch. 19.) (4) One may pick up a sheep on the Sabbath and cut ears of grain for the hungry. (5) According to Panormitanus (c. 3, De consuet.): “One may fish on holy days out of necessity or pursue a fleeing debtor.” (6) “The Sabbath was not changed into the Lord’s Day but was abrogated,” says Bernard (Homily 30 on Song of Songs). (7) Theologians thus teach that people were not commanded to abstain from their daily labors on the Lord’s Day. (8) “If there is time for books, why not also for plows? Surely God has regard for our vocations.” **47







PART IV: THE FOURTH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 143. The Fourth Commandment is: “Honor your father and your mother, that your days may be long upon the land which the Lord your God will give you” [Exod. 20:12]. It has two parts: the command and the promise. The command is: “Honor your father and mother”; the promise: “that your days may be long upon the land.”

“Father.”

(1) No one doubts that the appellation “father” signifies the one by whom we were begotten. By attributing this name also to others, however, the Holy Spirit shows us the true explanation of this commandment. You see, all of these are called “fathers”: one’s ancestors (John 6:58), teachers of the church (2 Kings 13:14; Gal. 4:19), instructors (2 Kings 2:12), magistrates (Gen. 41:43), lords (2 Kings 5:15), older men (1 Tim. 5:1), guardians and caretakers (John 19:26), patrons (Job 29:16), and artisans and masters (Gen. 4:20[–21]). Therefore all of them are included in the Fourth Commandment.

(2) Although God intended to establish that all superiors in general should be honored in this commandment, nevertheless there is a clear mention of parents because the fellowship of the household [oeconomica societas] is the foundation of the political state [politia]; because this appellation admonishes magistrates, instructors, lords, and all superiors to show a paternal attitude toward the subordinates who have been committed to their trust and care; and most especially because the fatherly prerogative requires a special affection. This is why the first place in the Second Table of the Law is given to parents, because they should be honored and regarded as second only to God.

“And mother.”

(3) Mother is added to father, lest she be taken lightly because of her sex’s feebleness and the weakness of her judgment. Ecclesiasticus 7:[27]: “Forget not the sorrow of your mother.”

“Your.”

(4) The commandment does not say simply “Honor father and mother,” but adds “Honor your father and your mother.” Those words [“your”] show the reason for this commandment: so you will honor father because he is your father by whom you were begotten and reared; so you will honor your mother because it was not without great pains and difficulties that you were brought into this life by her. Philo says (De special. legg., p. 489): “Those who have brought children into life are likenesses and images of the divine Power.”

(5) No condition is added as to what sort of parents should be honored. It simply says, “Honor your father and your mother.” In the end they must be honored regardless of their character because they are your parents. Whoever honors his parents because they are rich, esteemed, and powerful is not so much honoring the parental prerogative as he is the riches, esteem, and power that is in them.

“Honor.”

(6) The command is to honor parents. In Hebrew this is [image: ], which implies the magnitude and excellence of the person or thing about which it is speaking. Not only are parents owed honor but also love, fear, obedience, etc. However, the all-wise Lawgiver includes all of these with the one word “honor.” For whoever truly honors his parents from the heart will also love them, fear them, and give them due obedience.

(7) Finally, because the command to honor parents is placed in the Second Table, this clearly shows that though parents are indeed owed honor, obedience, and love, nevertheless God is owed the greater honor, obedience, and love because He is “the Father of spirits” (Heb. 12:9), “from whom all fatherhood in heaven and on earth is named” (Eph. 3:15).

“That your days may be long upon the land.”

§ 144. The promise added to the command promises long life to the obedient. “Honor your father and your mother that your days may be long.” In the Hebrew it reads: “that your days may be prolonged” (or may prolong themselves) “upon the land which the Lord your God will give you” [Exod. 20:12].

(1) This promise accuses the corruption of our nature of only obeying God by honoring our parents when a reward is promised, even though nature itself dictates that we should honor those who gave us life. Mal. 1:6: “Should not a son honor his father?” Valerius Maximus (Memorab., bk. 5, ch. 4) says, “The first law of nature is that we should love our parents.”

(2) This promise shows how highly God values honoring parents. The apostle lays this out in Eph. 6:2: “Honor your father,” (etc.), “which is the first commandment with a promise.”

(3) Note also the fairness of the promise and the wisdom of the Lawgiver in making it known. “For whoever honors his parents honors the authors of his physical life. Therefore it is right that he enjoy this life for a long time,” says Lyra (commentary on this passage).

(4) This promise is presented in Eph. 6:3 as “that it may be well with you and that you may live long” because longevity without prosperity and happiness is bothersome, not welcome.

(5) In this promise there must be a distinction between the specific and the general. That which is designated as the land of Canaan is specific and pertains to the Israelites alone. Therefore the holy apostle omits that section in repeating the promise and says simply (Eph. 6:3): “that it may be well with you and that you may live long upon the land.”

(6) Although the promise that is attached to this command is a bodily one, promises of the life to come are not thereby excluded, but, as the apostle declares (1 Tim. 4:8), “godliness” (which is no small part of honoring and revering parents, since the specific mention of godliness is assumed whenever [honoring] is denoted) “has rewards for the present life and also for the life to come.” Therefore explanations of this promise should be gathered from other passages of Scripture, and from these it will become obvious that not only bodily but also spiritual rewards, not only terrestrial but also heavenly and eternal rewards await those who show due obedience to God in honoring their parents.

(7) Long life is promised in the land which the Lord God will give. This is a tacit admonition that the Israelites should think that the occupation of the Promised Land came to them from God. Therefore it is right that in that land they show due obedience to God’s commands, especially since God has reserved for Himself the right to take back that promised country from the Israelites, if they choose not to be mindful of His commands.

The virtues required in the Fourth Commandment.

§ 145. From these foundations one can gather what the virtues of the Fourth Commandment are. The aim and scope of the commandment is the preservation of the household fellowship and political society in the mutual responsibilities of superiors and inferiors. Inferiors are ordered to honor superiors, and the latter are denoted by the word “parents.” Therefore the following rule is given to superiors: that they show themselves as parents to inferiors in deed and behave themselves so that their inferiors may think honorably and reverently toward them. To inferiors this rule is given: that they honor their superiors, where the word “honor” includes all of the responsibilities due to superiors.

The office of parents.

The noun “parents” properly and especially means “fathers of the flesh” (Heb. 12:9), whose office in Eph. 6:4 is directed to these three main things:

(1) “To bring up their children,” to provide for them as regards food and clothing, and to defend them against injuries. Matt. 7:9: “What man of you, if his son asks him for bread, will give him a stone?” 1 Tim. 5:8: “Whoever does not provide for his household is worse than an unbeliever.” 2 Cor. 12:14: “Parents ought to lay up treasures for their children.” Here applies the fact that parents are bound to provide for their children regarding an honorable craft by which to support themselves eventually, a spouse, etc. Basil (commentary on Psalm 7): “It is the responsibility of parents to gather up for their children so that, besides having brought them into this life, they may also provide their means for living.”

(2) They should instruct their children in the true knowledge of heavenly doctrine or hand them over to others for instruction, for the knowledge of God is not with us by birth but must be instilled in young minds. Here applies the fact that parents are obligated to take their children with them to their temples48 and to send them off to schools.

(3) They should govern them at home with discipline. Prov. 22:15: “Folly is bound up in the heart of a child, but the rod of correction drives it far away from him.” Prov. 23:13: “Do not withhold correction from a child.” (Cf. Prov. 29:17.) The duties of guardians and caretakers who succeed to the place of parents are the same.

The following things conflict with these aspects of the parental office: (a) Not seeking nor supplying necessities to their children. The apostle calls this “not providing for the members of one’s household” [1 Tim. 5:8]. Also, not protecting them against injuries, not applying them to their chores or to honorable work, etc., and bringing them up in luxury. Plato would say, “It is the end of the city, if the children in it wear purple.” (b) Not training their children in true doctrine or not giving them over to others for such training; corrupting them with the example of a wicked life; recounting the sins of one’s youth before his children. (c) Neglecting discipline at home, which the wise king calls “sparing the rod” (Prov. 13:24); overlooking the sins of one’s children with preposterous indulgence or not using due moderation in punishment; becoming angry or raging against one’s children for any reason. The apostle calls this “being provoked to anger” (Eph. 6:4). Also, using excessive severity against them; estranging their minds with overly harsh treatment; cursing them terribly—for sometimes these curses bring about their own effect by the just judgment of God, as we see from examples in Lazius (Geneal. Austriac., bk. 2) and Camerarius (Succis. hist., part 1, ch. 86). “I believe it is better to keep hold on one’s children with decency and generosity than with fear,” says Micio in the comic [Terence].49

The office of children.

§ 146. The office of children is to honor their parents, namely, “in word, deed, and patience” (Ecclesiasticus 3:8). Therefore this requires:

(1) Inner reverence that acknowledges that parental authority is divinely instituted. Eph. 6:1: “Children, obey your parents in the Lord”; acknowledge that God has established and commanded this.

(2) Outward honor and reverence in words and behavior, since those whom we regard with honor and reverence we [will] also honor outwardly. Ecclesiasticus 3:6: “Whoever fears God honors his parents in his speech.”

(3) Love, which goes along with reverence and proceeds from a high regard for the benefits received from one’s parents. Matt. 10:37: “Whoever loves father or mother more than Me,” etc.

(4) Obedience, which is part of honor, since we obey the commands of those whom we truly honor from the heart. Eph. 6:1: “Children, obey your parents in the Lord.”

(5) Forbearance [ἐπιείκεια] that patiently tolerates parents’ faults and shortcomings. This also stems from the true and sincere honor that is owed to parents. Ecclesiasticus 3:[7]: “He who fears the Lord honors his parents with patience.”

(6) Gratitude, which is also required for such honor. By this gratitude “repayments” are given “to the parents,” as the apostle explains (1 Tim. 5:4). The Greeks have a very beautiful word for this and call it ἀντιπελαργίαν and ἀντιπελάργησιν [“cherishing in return”] because “old storks50 that are too weak to fly stay in the nest while their young fly over land and sea to bring back food for their parents,” as Philo writes (De decal., p. 483).

Therefore the following conflict with the duties of children: (a) Not recognizing divinity [τὸ θεῖoν] in one’s parents; not regarding them as in the position to which they have been divinely appointed. (b) Showing them no reverence in words or behavior. (c) Bestowing hatred upon them; not acknowledging the benefits that God gives us through them. (d) Disobeying parents, hurting them, striking them, stealing from them, marrying without their consent, or even obeying them in godless and illicit matters. (e) Mocking parents, criticizing their shortcomings, and treating them with disrespect. (f) Returning no gratitude to them; not supporting them when they are afflicted with age and helping them as best as one can; etc.

The office of teachers and students.

§ 147. We shall speak about the duties of magistrates and their subjects in a special chapter in their own commonplace [On Political Magistracy (Commonplace XXVII), §§ 161–65, 471–76, and passim].

Through comparison with what has been said above, one can easily deduce what the duties are of schoolteachers [praeceptores] to their students, of masters to their servants, of ministers to their hearers, and of all superiors in general to their inferiors; and, in turn, what the duties are of inferiors to their superiors. Schoolteachers should have a parental attitude toward their students because they are the true parents of their students’ minds. In turn, students should treat their schoolteachers with filial love and reverence. Quintilian (Instit., bk. 2, ch. 10): “I give this one admonishment to students, that they should love their schoolteachers no less than their studies and should believe that they are parents not of their bodies but of their minds. Such devotion gives much to study.” Regarding the duties of masters, commands are given in Ecclesiasticus 7:21; 33:[28–29]; Col. 4:1; Eph. 6:9; etc. Regarding the duties of servants, see Col. 3:22; Eph. 6:5[–8]; 1 Pet. 2:18; etc. Regarding the elderly, see Titus 2:2[–5]. Regarding the young, see 1 Tim. 5:1; Titus 2:6; 1 Pet. 5:5.

Whether illegitimate children are obligated to obey their parents.

§ 148. (I) Here the question arises: Are illegitimate children [spurii] also obligated by this commandment to honor their parents?

We respond. It is clear that illegitimate children suffer great disgrace because of their parents. Under Hebrew civil law they were not permitted to enter the assembly (Deut. 23:[2])—that is, they were not permitted to administer any public office, either civil or ecclesiastical. By [Roman] civil law they are prohibited from succeeding their father, so much so that they could not even ask him for living expenses ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. ex complexu, C. de incestis nuptiis). As a result, such parents could be deemed undeserving of love. However, because the bond of nature and the tie of blood still remain, it is right for such children to overlook the injustice of their parents and do those things which are required of their office. Rungius writes (on Exodus 20): “After all, if the Christian religion commands us to forgive an injustice committed by our neighbor, how much more ought we express this love to our parents?”

When parents should be hated.

§ 149. (II) The question arises: Since we are commanded to honor our parents, why and in what sense does Christ say (Luke 14:26): “If anyone comes to Me and does not hate his father and mother,” etc., “he cannot be My disciple”?

We respond. Christ did not come “to abolish the Law” (Matt. 5:17). In fact, with clear language He explains and urges the law about honoring parents against the corruptions of the Pharisees (Matt. 15:4[–6]). Therefore Christ’s words in Luke 14:26 do not abolish but determine the limits of the honor and obedience that is due to parents, namely, that in a case of confession we must put honor of God ahead of honor of parents. “Hate” does not denote a hostile feeling, but rather admonishes us to place our love for the heavenly Father ahead of our love for our parents. You see, in the Hebrew it is typical to use verbs and nouns at times instead of negating the opposite. Thus one is said to hate who does not honor or obey. Christ Himself supplies this explanation of His own words in Matt. 10:37: “Whoever loves father or mother more than Me is not worthy of Me.” Ambrose writes (on Luke 12): “We must love a parent, but we must put the Creator first. We should not love the benefit more than the benefactor.” The fact that the apostle commands us to “obey our parents in the Lord” (Eph. 6:1) pertains to this, not only because of God’s command but also that we may obey God rather than our parents (Acts 5:29).

Whether long life should be considered a benefit.

§ 150. (III) The question arises: Can long life really be considered a benefit and reward since this life is hardship and grief? Would it not rather be a benefit to be freed of it more quickly?

We respond. Of course one cannot deny on the whole that what Nazianzen writes is true (Orat. funebri de fratre Caesar.): “A longer span of life brings us to see, endure, and commit more evil.” Those who are prematurely transferred to true life in heaven by the hand of death do dispense with such evils quickly, but this [is good] from accident whereas long life is in and of itself a gift of God promised to the godly as a reward. You see, even though the godly are indeed subjected to various calamities in this life so that in this way the lengthening of life seems like a prolongation of calamities, nevertheless under the cross they experience the presence and help of God. In fact, they know that “the sufferings of this present time are not worth comparing with the glory that is to be revealed” (Rom. 8:18). Therefore they even “boast in their afflictions” (Rom. 5:3), since they “rejoice in hope” (Rom. 12:12). Also consider that the calamities of this life are eased for the godly; that they invite others to the true doctrine by their confession and the example of their life; that they are increased and strengthened in the knowledge of heavenly truth; and that they enjoy manifold bodily and spiritual benefits from God. Eternal life is the greater good, yet longevity of this life does not cease to be good. Therefore in 1 Tim. 4:8 the rewards of this life and of the life which is to come are connected, so that we may be admonished51 to wait for the good things of this life to such an extent that we then have a greater reason for awaiting the good things of eternal life. The people of Israel were usually given earthly promises to teach them the Law, but in the New Testament it is heavenly gifts that are especially promised. In both instances, however, in both the Old and New Testaments, the statement of the apostle holds true: “Piety has rewards for the present life and for the life to come” [1 Tim. 4:8].

Why obedient children sometimes do not live long.

§ 151. (IV) The question arises: How can long life be promised as a reward to obedient children, given that sometimes obedient children do not live long, but disobedient ones, on the other hand, do enjoy long life?

We respond. On this matter [some] theological rules must be followed. The promises of bodily blessings should be understood with the exception of chastisement and the cross. Also, the greatest rewards and punishments are put off for the Day of Judgment yet to come. When premature death befalls devout and obedient children, it is not an indication of divine wrath but rather a sign of overflowing grace. Wisdom 4:7: “Even if a just man dies before his time, he will still enjoy rest.” Verses 10–11: “Because he pleased God, he was dear to Him, and while living among sinners, he was taken up. He was taken up so that wickedness might not alter his mind,” etc. Consequently, to some it serves as a benefit that they are “taken in peace so that their eyes do not see that evil which God brings upon the earth” (2 Kings 22:20; Isa. [57]:1–2). On the other hand, if wicked and disobedient children are cut off from the land of the living, Ps. 55:23 has its place: “Men of blood and treachery shall not live out half their days.” Prov. 20:20: “If one curses his father or his mother, his lamp will be extinguished in utter darkness.” Prov. 30:17: “The eye that mocks a father will be picked out by the ravens of the brook.”

However, for the wicked there are two reasons why it is evil and unwelcome to die prematurely: first, because they are deprived of the pleasures of the flesh to which they have surrendered themselves; and, second, because they are carried off the more quickly to eternal punishment. On the other hand, there are also two reasons why it is good for the devout to leave this life early: first, they are freed from the miseries of this life; and, second, they are transferred to true peace and happiness.







PART V: THE FIFTH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 152. The Fifth Commandment is: “You shall not kill” [Exod. 20:13]. The end purpose and aim of the commandment is to prescribe the mutual duties of love by which people are to help each other; for we must conclude what is affirmed from what is denied, and it forbids those things that endanger the safety and protection of human life.

(1) We are forbidden to kill without any specific limitation of persons or of manner or of number or of instrument. After all, the Lawgiver does not say: “A man shall not kill” or “A woman shall not kill,” etc.; “You shall not kill a parent,” “not a citizen,” etc.; “You shall not kill publicly”; “You shall not kill with a sword or with a club”; “You shall not kill many.” Instead, it says in general, “You shall not kill,” to make it understood that killing is universally forbidden.

(2) Saying this as a negative command accuses the corruption of our nature by which we are inclined toward killing.

(3) Because anger, hatred, envy, etc., are forbidden under the name of a more serious sin, this shows what place those sins have before the judgment of God, even though we regard them as lesser sins.

(4) The explicit interpretation of this law given by Christ in Matt. 5:21[–22] shows that not only outward but also inner killing is forbidden. Not only the hand but also the heart are commanded not to kill—that is, one should not be inclined to kill; one should not seek opportunities and the means of killing; etc.

(5) The commandment not to kill comes after [the commandment] that teaches us to honor our parents, under whom magistrates are also included. From this it is clear that a magistrate, insofar as he is a public person and punishes criminals according to God’s Law, does not sin against this law. This is proven quite clearly from Gen. 9:6; Exod. 22:18; Rom. 13:4; etc.

§ 153. The positive meaning of this commandment is set forth in the epitome of the entire Second Table in Lev. 19:18: “You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” Christ explains the negative meaning very nicely in Matt. 5:22, 24–25: “Whoever is angry with his brother shall be liable to judgment. Whoever says to his brother, ‘Raca!’ shall be liable to the council; and whoever says, ‘You fool!’ shall be liable to hellfire. Be reconciled to your brother. Make friends quickly with your accuser while you are on the way.” This shows that one violates this commandment not only by external works but also by the inner impulses of the heart, words, and gestures. This commandment therefore requires:

(1) Loving our neighbor from the heart—that is, embracing him in genuine benevolence; having true and serious empathy for the calamities that we see happen to our neighbor; being gentle and kind to him; loving harmony; gratefully acknowledging the kindnesses that our neighbor shows us; bearing with our neighbor’s weaknesses; etc.

(2) Loving our neighbor with our words—that is, being friendly and courteous, helping him with advice, and uplifting him with consolation.

(3) Loving our neighbor in deed—that is, testifying to our inner love with action. To this belong many remarkable virtues, for example: Particular justice, which does not harm anyone’s body or life. Beneficence, which exercises works of love. Brotherly pardon, which forgives offenses. Distributive, punishing justice, by which a magistrate, endowed with divine authority, punishes evildoers. Military and civil fortitude, which endures perils and hardships for the defense of the republic and fights for justice. Friendship, which out of true and sincere benevolence creates a mutual sharing of honorable duties.

Sins against the Fifth Commandment.

§ 154. The following conflict with this Fifth Commandment:

(1) Killing our neighbor in our heart—that is, becoming angry with him rashly, hating him, envying him, thinking and plotting evil against him, burning with desire for revenge, fostering enmity and grudges, having a low opinion of our neighbor, not caring about the bad things that happen to him, refusing to be reconciled to him, refusing to forgive his offenses, rejoicing at his misfortune, etc.

(2) Killing him with our tongue—that is, reviling him, calling down evil upon him, judging and condemning him rashly, criticizing [him], starting verbal fights, refusing to give advice and consolation, making fun of his misery. Here belong angry gestures that show hatred and ill will toward our neighbor. Christ includes these in the expression “Raca” [Matt. 5:22].

(3) Killing our neighbor with the actual, external act. This can occur in various ways, not only with hand, sword, club, stone, spear, but even with poison. In fact, whoever has given an efficacious cause for someone’s death must be judged to have killed—for example, those who hinder conception; those who force out fetuses by abortifacients [abortionis pocula]; those who strike pregnant women; those who harm their own lives by lusts, luxury, or in other ways; those who prescribe medication for the sick without good sense and being ignorant of the medical art; etc. This is all called “causal homicide” [homicidium causale]. To this class belong those who aid in killing by counsel, effort, or false witness; those who do not defend people whom they could and should protect from being killed.

The catalog of virtues shows other sins, too, which are committed against this commandment. Thus against particular justice there are injustice and violent or fraudulent harm against one’s neighbor. Against beneficence and friendship there are pretended friendship, enmity, and gratification in unlawful things. Against brotherly pardon there are impoliteness, ill will, and private revenge. Against distributive, punishing justice there are cruelty, tyranny, excessive lenience and indulgence, and partiality. Against fortitude there are the timidity that deserts those whom we ought to defend and rashness that hurls itself into unnecessary perils.

These all should be illustrated with statements and examples of Scripture, adding also the promises and warnings about rewards and punishments, both temporal and eternal, in soul, body, and fortunes, etc. “To lecture about sins without mentioning threats is not to teach the Law but to abolish it,” as Chemnitz writes sternly (Loci, part 2, in explicat. quinti praecepti, p. 195).52

Whether suicide is a sin.

§ 155. (I) Here the question arises: Is suicide a sin against the Fifth Commandment? We respond. Yes.

** Suicide conflicts with: (1) The divine law “You shall not murder.” (2) The law of nature. (3) Moral precepts, for it violates one’s duty of having fortitude. (4) The state, for it takes a citizen from the republic. (5) Civil law, for self-killers are infamous. If hatred of oneself is unlawful, surely all the more is suicide. But we have the former in Eph. 5:29. Martial writes: “I do not want the man who ransoms his reputation by the easy shedding of his blood; I want the man who can be praised apart from his death.”53 [Again:] “It is easy to despise death when things are going badly, but that man is brave who can endure misery.”54 Augustine (Ad epist. Gaudentii secundam, bk. 2, ch. 5): “Although many innocent people are killed by others, no innocent person is killed by himself. In fact, innocence is [defiled]55 by the very thought of planning to kill one’s self, so that when he kills himself it is not an innocent person who is dying.” De civ. Dei (bk. 19, ch. 4): “Tell me, please, did Cato kill himself out of patience or impatience? For he only would have done it if he could not bear Caesar’s victory patiently. Where, then, is his fortitude? Clearly it failed; it succumbed; and, therefore, it was overcome.” (See Lactantius, Instit., bk. 3, ch. 18.) Someone has sung the following about Lucretia: “Lucretia, if you welcomed that fornicator, you are without justification in asking for the rewards of a justified death. But if violence was forced upon your chaste decency, what is this madness? Why die for someone else’s crime? It is in vain, then, Lucretia, that you long for praise, for either you perish as a criminal or die as a mad woman.” **

In Holy Scripture, man is forbidden to kill man. But now, whoever kills himself certainly is killing a man. Just as we are not the lords of someone else’s life, so neither have we received power over our own life to harm or to waste it as we will. “No one is lord over his members” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis], l. 3, ff. Ad leg. Aquil.). We draw the line here: that one may not die without the command of the highest ruler and overseer. We are citizens of the republic—moreover, of the church—and may not take a useful citizen from the republic.

Augustine (De civitat. Dei, bk. 1, chs. 17ff.) treats this question carefully and lists various reasons why suicidal people kill themselves: impatience with a disaster already received or threatening, hatred of and flight from the sin of another, unbearable shame over one’s own sin, pursuit of vainglory, desire for a better life, etc. However, he shows that none of these is a just and sufficient cause. He writes (ch. 26):


This we say, this we assert, this we approve in every way: no one should bring voluntary death upon himself as if to flee temporal ills, lest he come into eternal ones. No one should do it because of others’ sins, lest by the same sin he begin to have a most serious one of his own, though otherwise he was not polluted by another’s sin. No one should do it because of his past sins, because of which he needs this life all the more that those sins might be cleansed by repenting. No one should do it out of a desire for the better life for which we hope after death, for those who are guilty of their own death do not receive a better life after death.



(See Augustine, Contra Petilianum, bk. 2, ch. 49, and Letters 60 and 204.)

Therefore we do not approve when Adelhelmus, abbot of Malmesbury, argues that virgins should be declared56 blessed who laid violent hands upon themselves because of their fear of being violated. Jerome writes more correctly (Letter ad Marcellum de obitu Blesillae, speaking in the persona of God): “I do not accept such souls as have left their bodies against My will.” Chrysostom (on Galatians 1) says that “suicidal people are criminals and worse than murderers.” The example of Cato57 is heathen; that of Samson [Jdgs. 16:26–30], heroic; that of Razis [2 Maccabees 14:37–46], outside the canon; that of Jonah [Jon. 1:12–15], prophetic. If examples should have force, we propose the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs who never lifted their hands against themselves when all the worst torments were being done to them. The examples of Ahithophel [2 Sam. 17:23], Judas [Matt. 27:3–5], and Pilate (in Eusebius, Hist., bk. 2, ch. 7) make suicide infamous, and yet not all people without distinction who commit suicide should be thought condemned to eternal death. Celichius treats this subject in a special writing.

Whether punishments imposed by magistrates conflict with the Fifth Commandment.

§ 156. (II) The question arises: On what basis can it be shown that criminal punishments imposed by magistrates are not sins against the Fifth Commandment?

We respond. There exists a clear rescript of God’s opinion giving the right of the sword to the magistrate. Gen. 9:6: “Whoever sheds the life of man, by man shall his blood be shed.” Rom. 13:4: “He does not bear the sword in vain.” Therefore just as a magistrate exercises the judgments of God rather than of man (2 Chron. 19:6), so also it is divine rather than human authority that imposes the punishments. [The magistrate] is God’s minister, and at His will he administers a divinely granted sword to kill those whom he with the voice of the law orders to be slain and to defend those whom he decides are to be saved. If magistrates do this, not only do they not sin by killing, but they would be sinning by not killing. The sword of the magistrate that kills criminals is so far from being against the sanction of this commandment that it rather is in service to the commandment and has the same aim as does the commandment. For the end purpose of this commandment is to provide for the safety of human life. Using the sword of vengeance to punish enemies of the human race, disturbers of the public peace, and those who plot against our life serve this same end. Guilty blood is shed lawfully, lest guiltless blood be shed unlawfully. Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 1, ch. 21): “He does not do the killing himself who owes service to his commander, just as a sword is the auxiliary of its user. Therefore by no means have those acted against the commandment ‘You shall not murder’ who have waged war at God’s command or who have punished criminals by death while serving as a person of public authority according to His laws, that is, according to the authority of His most just reasoning.”

** [Arguments] that an arithmetic proportion should be observed in imposing punishment on a murderer. (1) It is stated absolutely: “Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed” [Gen. 9:6]. (2) Partiality is simply prohibited by divine Law (Lev. 19:15; Deut. 1:17). (3) With regard to his office, a judge is bound to render to each person his due. Hence the word δίκαιoς [“just”] is like δίχαιoς (“going through the middle”) because he observes equality. (4) Saul sentenced his own son to capital punishment (1 [Samuel] 14). David pursued Absalom (2 [Samuel] 13). (5) If this does not happen, many evils result. Poland, where killings have multiplied, is proof of this. (6) Men in high office sin in two ways, not only by deed but also by example.

[Arguments] that a geometric or harmonic proportion should be observed: (1) In Exodus 21 a murderer is decapitated, but a master who has killed a slave by chastising him too severely is free from that punishment. (2) All laws would be subverted because the infinite variety of times, places, and persons would provide judges with an infinite dissimilarity of cases. (3) At the intercession of his people, Saul freed his son according to a fair justice.

To decide, one must make a distinction: an arithmetic proportion can be observed if there is an extrinsic quality that has no bearing on the nature of the deed, such as wealth, poverty, nobility, insignificance of birth, etc. A geometric proportion can be observed if there exists a condition which aggravates or accentuates the deed. Furthermore, there is a distinction between ἀκριβoδίκαιoν and ἐπείκεια (between strict justice and equitable justice). Insofar as strict justice is concerned, no distinction of persons should be applied, but all must be punished equally, etc. **

What should be decided about accidental homicide?

§ 157. (III) The question arises: What should be decided about accidental homicide? We respond.

** Toletus (bk. 5, ch. 6, p. 349) frees and absolves the man from mortal sin who is taken by sudden passion so that he is not sound of mind and kills another person. **

Accidental killings can occur in two ways: sometimes attention is given to something unlawful, useless, and foolish, but at other times to something lawful and honorable. Accidental homicide can come from pursuing either. An example of the former is if a drunk should fall down the stairs and crush a child to death or if a drunk rashly discharges a gun and harms his neighbor. An example of the latter is Deut. 19:5: “If a man goes with his neighbor into a forest to cut wood, and his hand swings the ax to cut down the tree, but the head slips from the handle and strikes his neighbor so that he dies.” In the first case, though it should not be said that an intentional homicide occurred, he still is not absolved of all fault, because his neighbor was killed by his unlawful or rash action. The latter case cannot be condemned as homicide in the proper sense of the word, nor can such a person be subjected to the penalty for homicide or great wrongdoing. This is why in such a case God Himself established in the law the cities of refuge (Exod. 21:13; Num. [35]:6; Deut. 19:6; Josh. 20:2). On the other hand, even though accidental homicide may not be subject to ordinary punishment in the state, it still is not a good nor indifferent thing before God, as is clear from the fact that such a killer was forced to live outside his own city in the cities of refuge until the death of the chief priest (Num. 35:25; Josh. 20:6). This indicated that another forgiveness for this sin comes to the penitent by faith through the death of Christ, who is the Chief Priest of the New Testament. Rabbi Salomon provides the following reason for this law: “The shedding of blood, even if it is accidental, shortens life and is a terrible thing before God.”

What should be determined about killing in self-defense?

§ 158. (IV) The question arises: What should be determined about killing in self-defense? We respond.

There are two kinds of killing in self-defense: public and private. It is public when, by authority of the magistrate, lawful war is waged, the requirements for which shall be listed in its own commonplace [On Political Magistracy (Commonplace XXVII), §§ 396– 429]. It is private when someone is oppressed by unjust force and is compelled by the need for defense to harm the life of another to save his own life or those of his neighbors. Concerning the former, there is no doubt that it is lawful, unless we, along with the Anabaptists, are willing to disapprove of lawful wars. There is a serious controversy about the lawfulness of the latter. But because the defense of our own body and those of our neighbors conforms not only to the law of nature but also to the law of love, almost everyone claims that such defensive homicide is lawful if due conditions are observed, especially that of inculpable protection. Exod. 22:2: “If a thief is found breaking in and is struck so that he dies, the striker shall not be guilty of his death.” Yet because in this case one could too easily leap over those things that are required for the precondition of inculpable protection—especially since zeal for revenge and the fires of anger sometimes rush upon the unwary—it is safest, in the forum of one’s conscience, more to mourn and weep because of that bloodshed rather than to boast and be elated; better to accuse one’s deed before the judgment of God than to excuse it; better to ask forgiveness for Christ’s sake from the mercy of God than to bring that act into God’s sight. Chemnitz treats this entire question carefully (Loci, [part] 2, ch. De vindict.).

** Proof is taken: (1) From the example of Abraham (Gen. 14:14), who was a pilgrim in the land of Canaan and had no political authority nor authority over the Sodomites. Nonetheless he armed his family to defend his nephew, fell upon and killed his enemies, and this defense did not displease God. Now, if Abraham, a private citizen, was allowed in a case of necessity to defend his nephew by killing his foe, all the more is one allowed to protect his own life. (2) From divine approval in Exod. 22:2, where God Himself absolves a homicide from punishment in which a robber or thief is slain who comes at night and sets an ambush for us, if this is for the sake of the defense of our own body or those of the household. Therefore such homicide is not contrary to God’s will. (3) From the law of nature. We have inscribed by nature and engraved upon our hearts not only that we should not harm anyone but also that we should defend our body against unjust force either by the ordinary authorities or by our own defense, when the public officer is unable to come to our assistance. Nature engrafts upon every living thing a desire for life and a drive to preserve it, etc. (4) From the concession of the magistrate. To drive away obvious violence in the failure of public assistance as best one can happens according to the laws and with the approval of the legal and divinely established authority. Therefore one should not censure such defense as private revenge. (5) From the absence of a divine prohibition. Christ did not come to take away civil laws or to change the laws of nature, nor is there anything in the New Testament which would approve changing the law that a thief or robber who comes by night can be killed with impunity. (See Meisner, Refut. Socini, p. 203.) **







PART VI: THE SIXTH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 159. The Sixth Commandment is: “You shall not commit adultery” [Exod. 20:14]. (1) The word [image: ] properly means “to commit adultery,” from “agitate” or “fornicate with.” Here it is used by synecdoche for every species of illicit lust, as the prophets’ and apostles’ interpretation of this commandment shows. That is why in Matt. 15:[19] Christ connects adultery and fornication [μoιχείαν καὶ πoρνείαν].

** Some think that [image: ] means to fornicate [scortari]58 (Job 24:15; Jer. 3:9). However, examples from Scripture show that [image: ] properly means “to commit adultery” (Lev. 20:10; Prov. [6]:32; Hosea 4:13). In Job the situation refers not to a fornicator [scortator] but properly to an adulterer because fornicators do not seek the darkness as much as do adulterers. In Jer. 3:9 the two words are connected—[image: ] and [image: ]—not as synonyms or equivalents, but rather the first, being the more general, is declared by the second as the more particular. **

(2) Not only the outward sins of fornication, adultery, etc., but also the inner fires of lust are forbidden by this commandment. Matt. 5:28: “Everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.”

(3) Moreover, all those things that increase or arouse illicit fires of lusts are forbidden. Where the effect is condemned, there the cause is also understood to be condemned. Ezek. 16:49: “Behold, this was the guilt of your sister Sodom: she and her daughters had pride, surfeit of bread, and abundance of ease.”

(4) Inner and exterior sins against chastity are expressed by the word for the crasser sin to make clear what place they have before God’s judgment, lest we be deluded about the corruption of our heart.

(5) Because God heartily detests all impurity, He expressly forbids violating the marriage bed that we may understand that the divinely sanctioned order of marriage is confirmed and its dignity is defended by His Law.

(6) Without any specification or limitation adultery is forbidden to all so that no one can use his person or station as an excuse.

(7) The sound of the prohibitive law accuses the extreme corruption of our nature by which we are prone and inclined to lusts of every kind.

(8) The affirmative should be deduced from what is stated in the negative so that it may be clear that the end purpose and aim of this commandment is the preservation of chastity and the strengthening of marriage.

The virtues required in the Sixth Commandment.

§ 160. On this basis one can easily determine what virtues are required in this commandment. The principal and primary virtue of this commandment is chastity [castitas], which some try to derive from κάζω (that is, “I adorn”), because chastity is man’s greatest adornment since it is the virtue by which the cleanness of mind and body is preserved, coming from true fear and love of God, and by which all the lusts that God has forbidden are avoided. In 1 Thess. 4:4 it is called by the very beautiful noun ἁγιασμός [“holiness”]; in Gal. 5:23, ἐγκράτεια [“self-control”]; in Ps. 51:[10], “cleanness”; etc.

There are two kinds of chastity with respect to different subjects: chastity of celibate life and chastity of married life. The former is not only to keep the body uncorrupted but also to have a mind free of the fires of lust. That is how the apostle defines it (1 Cor. 7:34): “that she may be holy in both body and spirit.” However, the latter is to keep one’s body holy and chaste for one lawfully wedded spouse and reverently to regard the divinely sanctioned laws of marriage. This virtue should have its base in the heart, it should shine forth in one’s attitudes and speech, and it should finally appear in his deeds.

(1) In one’s heart there should be a serious eagerness for chastity; one should acknowledge that God has a chaste mind and strictly demands chastity from us. The flames of lust must be absent, and there should be no corrupt desires.

(2) Decency and modesty [pudor ac verecundia] should rule in our words and attitudes to testify that we abhor every shameful act. We should beware of filthy talk, indecent gestures, leering eyes, etc.

(3) Chastity should be shown in our deeds so that the body may be kept pure and unsullied. We should be on guard against the misuse of semen and against all illicit intercourse and defilement of bodies. This virtue is served by moderation, which in food, drink, sleep, leisure, etc., follows the order of nature that accords with honorable and right reason, lest the passions of desire and the flames of lusts be kindled. Furthermore, the married estate is divinely sanctioned here because true and God-pleasing chastity exists in marriage. Thus to this commandment belong the laws of marriage as sanctioned in Genesis 2 and often repeated afterward to establish the duties of husbands and wives. We shall speak about these in greater detail in its own place [On Marriage, Celibacy, and Similar Topics (Commonplace XXVIII)].

The sins against the Sixth Commandment.

§ 161. The antithesis shows which sins conflict with this commandment. (1) Corrupt desires in the heart, the fires of lusts, which the apostle calls “burning” (1 Cor. 7:9). Matt. 15:19: “For out of the heart come fornication, adultery, evil thoughts.”

(2) In words: smut, shameful talk, obscenity. In gestures: any signs of wantonness, lust of the eyes. Ecclesiasticus 26:9: “A woman’s fornication is recognized by her eyes and eyelids.” Also, immodest embraces and kisses. Jer. 5:8: “Each was neighing after his neighbor’s wife.”

(3) In action, people sin in various ways against this commandment: through fornication, among unwed persons; through adultery, among married persons; through rape, when violation is brought on a woman by force; through incest, when there is a union of blood kin and relatives in prohibited grades; through sodomy, bestiality, pederasty, softness ([mollities], that is, the voluntary emission of semen, which Thomas declares “is a sin worse even than fornication”); through concubinage with prostitutes.

Since to avoid sins is to avoid opportunities to sin, sins against this commandment also include: intemperance, drunkenness, extravagance, dressing provocatively [levitas vestium], immodest dancing, laziness and negligence, impure reading, love songs [amatoriis cantilenis],59 building and tolerating whorehouses.

Finally, because marriage is sanctioned in this commandment, it is sin against this commandment to denigrate marriage and the female sex, to divorce rashly, to pretend chastity outside of marriage, to prohibit marriage between suitable persons, and to neglect the duties which Scripture commands to spouses.

All this should be illustrated by statements from Holy Writ. Promises and warnings should be added, as well as examples of rewards and punishments. Compelling reasons should be listed, which ought to encourage us to chastity, and it should be shown how savagely detestable is the sin of adultery and fornication. However, to spend time doing this is not our purpose.

What adultery is, properly speaking.

§ 162. The question arises: (I) What is adultery, properly speaking?

We respond. Rabbi Salomon says, “There is no adultery unless it is with a man’s wife.” That is, adultery can be committed only with a married woman, not a single woman. Lyra follows him when he defines adultery as “fleshly union with another man’s wife, for she is considered to be one flesh with him.” However, those are more correct who teach that adultery is committed by any violation of the marriage bed or promise. Whether such union happens with an unmarried or a married woman, it is a heinous union. This is the law of marriage (1 Cor. 7:4): “A man does not have authority over his own body, nor does a woman.” Therefore it is adultery if either spouse entrusts authority over his body to others. The corruption of marital unity is called “adultery” [adulterium] because that which was unstained is defiled [adulteratur] and corrupted by the admission of another body, even if one does not go to another’s bed. In Prov. 7:5[–23] the woman who gives the power over her body to a young man is accused of adultery.

There are really two kinds of adultery: simple, when one’s own marriage bed is violated, as, for instance, when a married man has an affair with an unmarried woman or when an unmarried man defiles another’s wife; and double, when not only one’s own marriage bed but also that of another is violated, as, for instance, when a married man violates someone else’s bed or when a married woman gives power over her body to another married man.

Whether brothels should be tolerated.

§ 163. (II) The question arises: Is the toleration of brothels a sin against the Sixth Commandment? We respond.

** Luther (commentary on Genesis 19, f. 229) denies this in a few words.60 Paul III at one time indicated that he was planning to cleanse the church, and he gave that task to some cardinals and bishops who were considered purer than others. What they thought is found in Conciliorum (vol. 3): “They complain that the influence of prostitutes in Rome is greater than anywhere else.” Did Paul III clean this up? Also, in the Council of Trent the Romanists promised a sort of great housecleaning, but they neither accomplished it nor did they even try. Why do they not imitate and follow the laws of Justinian instead? He wants ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] Authent., tit. De lenonibus) “prostitutes to be eliminated completely from the cities. They should not be obligated nor bound if they have made promises to their pimps. In fact, if they swore that they would be prostitutes for any period of time, he freed them from their oath.” **

However, the Roman leader61 not only tolerates houses of prostitution but even receives an annual tax from prostitutes, which was discovered to exceed several thousands of florins every year. Stanislaus Orichonius (De lege caelibat.) and Hieronymus Marius (Eusebius captivus) report that in his forty-second year Paul III had on his lists forty-five thousand prostitutes, from whose fornication he demanded an accounting every month, and each contributed according to how beautiful she was. And yet he rightly brandishes all those detestations of prostitution which occur in the prophetic and apostolic writings against public houses of prostitution, which are the schools of all impurity and uncleanness. Deut. 23:17: “Let there be no whore or prostitute in Israel.” Augustine said (De ordine): “Take away the prostitutes, and everthing will be filled with lusts.” This should not be used as an excuse, since we should not “do evil that good may come” (Rom. 3:8). Augustine wrote this while still a catechumen and not yet sufficiently instructed in [true] religion. It is more accurate to say the reverse: “Support prostitutes, and you will fill everything with lusts.” Basil says (commentary on Psalm 1):


Fornication does not stop with one man but pervades the entire state. One young man goes to a prostitute, then draws to himself a comrade, and he likewise another. So just as a fire started in a city does not stay burning in one or two houses when the wind blows harder but spreads far and wide and brings great destruction with it, so also this wickedness, once it has been kindled, spreads through all the parts of the city.



To be sure, civil laws do not refuse to prescribe some things regarding the price or wage given or promised to a prostitute ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l., Idem etsi, ff. De condict. ob turpem causam; l. Affectionis, ff. De donationibus). On this basis some conclude that prostitutes are not removed from the Roman dominion by civil laws. However, we respond from Jerome (Epitaph. Fabiolae), where he speaks about this subject and says: “We should not be so eager to cite civil laws. Papinianus writes one thing; Paul, another.” The divine ordinance of the Law is clear (Deut. 23:18): “You shall not bring the fee of a prostitute into the house of Jehovah your God, because it is an abomination to Jehovah.”

The nature and magnitude of the sin of adultery.

§ 164. (III) The question arises: Should adultery be considered as an enormous and detestable crime?

We respond. Alexander III ([Ius canonicum], Extra, De judiciis, c. At si clerici) gave a rescript to the archbishop of Salers: “In regard to adultery and other crimes that are lesser, the bishop can give dispensation to a clergyman after his penance is completed.” From this it is apparent that the Roman pope considers adultery to be among the lesser sins. The codex of divine Law speaks otherwise and not only orders an adulterer to be punished with death (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:22) but also excludes him from the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 6:13; Gal. 5:21). This sin is contrary to the laws of the marriage covenant which was initiated in the presence of God and the church. Therefore surely the adulterer must be regarded as a covenant-breaker. Thus Christ declares that a marriage can be dissolved because of adultery (Matt. 5:32). Chrysostom (on John, homily 62) went so far as to say that “adultery is a sin more serious than idolatry.” Although it would not seem right to affirm this simply and absolutely, there is a strong connection between idolatry and adultery, which is why idolaters are declared by God to be guilty of spiritual adultery. Through adultery the very source and root of humankind is contaminated; families are broken, as well as the marriage bed; children are badly hurt; public decency is violated; it is a sin against one’s own body; it brings mental blindness and incurs countless dangers; the temple of the Holy Spirit is profaned; and members of the Body of Christ are made members of a whore and an adulteress. The fruits of adultery frequently are homicide and poisoning. This explains why the wisest legislators decree the most serious punishments for adulterers. Suetonius (Vita Julii Caesaris) reports that a freedman very dear to Caesar received capital punishment because he had committed adultery with the wife of a Roman knight, even though no one had made an accusation against him. Julius Capitolinus reports that Emperor Macrinus burned alive those guilty of adultery along with their partners. Vopiscus reports that Emperor Aurelian punished a soldier who had committed adultery with the wife of his host by bending down the tops of two trees, tying them to the feet of the soldier, and then ordering them to be suddenly let go so that the soldier was split apart and hung there in two pieces. Constantine the Great passed a law ordering violators of marriage to be punished by the sword. Justinus recounts that the Parthians avenged no sin more severely than adultery. But where, O Julian law, are you sleeping now?

Whether nocturnal defilement is sin.

§ 165. (IV) The question arises: Is nocturnal defilement sin?

We respond. We are forbidden by modesty to speak in the presence of chaste ears about the sin of onanism [cf. Gen. 38:8–9]. Therefore our inquiry is about that involuntary ejaculation of semen at night, which sometimes happens during sleep.

** Deut. 23:10–11: “If there is among you a man who is unclean by reason of what happens to him by night, then he shall go outside the camp. He shall not come within the camp; but, when evening comes on, he shall bathe himself in water, and when the sun sets, he shall come within the camp.” In regard to this nocturnal defilement, Augustine complains bitterly (Confess., bk. 10, ch. [30]) and offers his opinion (in De Genes., bk. 2, ch. 15; and in De Trinit., bk. 11, ch. 4). **

Jean Gerson, chancellor of the University of Paris, wrote a particular treatise on this subject (Operum, part 2, f. 211), where he forms these propositions:


No defiling begun and finished in sleep is mortal sin because what is involuntary is not a sin. But if someone who is awake should have an impure desire to defile himself and falls asleep while [this desire] is strong, or if he should wake up and wickedly consummate a defiling which began when he was asleep, then that obscene work would be counted to his blame. Likewise, someone could sin afterward by being very pleased by such a shameful pleasure as he had; also by intoxication one could fall into this defilement. Then his being awake rather than being asleep would have the blame.



Gerson adds (consid. 6): “Physical defilement can occur during sleep not only without mortal sin preceding it but even without fault [ex merito]—for example, if it happens to the unwilling and those who fight against it; if it happens as a result of a strict abstinence on bread and water; if while awake one has thought about it for a useful purpose; if it happens by the trickery of a demon; etc.” (See more there in the same place.) Forced virginity, auricular confession, and imposed satisfactions gave rise to such debates.

Under the ceremonial law a man with a seminal discharge was considered unclean (Lev. 15:2). Although it cannot be inferred from this contamination of the [ceremonial] law that it is a sin—because both menstruating women and those who touched a dead person were considered unclean ceremonially and legally—nevertheless, since such a seminal emission occurs very rarely or never without prior, accompanying, or subsequent pleasure, it is safest to recognize this as a sin in the judgment of God, to deplore it, and to use the divinely established remedy of marriage for it. What the Jesuit Toletus claims (nstruct., bk. 5, ch. 13) based on Thomas should be rejected wholeheartedly: “If anyone should desire to have a defilement for a good purpose or because of his health or to alleviate the temptations of the flesh which afflict him at times, that is not a sin.”







PART VII: THE SEVENTH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 166. The Seventh Commandment is: “You shall not steal” [Exod. 20:15].

(1) The rabbinic scholars think that this commandment speaks about the theft of a person or kidnapping. However, the interpretation handed down in the writings of the prophets and apostles shows that theft is categorically forbidden. The word [image: ] properly means secretly to plot and to steal something so as to deceive the awareness of the person to whom it is of value. Thus in Gen. 31:26, Jacob is said to have “stolen the heart of Laban because he went away without Laban’s knowledge.”

(2) Although God wanted this commandment to forbid not only stealing but also—and much more—robbery and plundering, yet He makes clear mention of stealing [or theft]62 so that we might understand that under the prohibition of the lesser the greater is forbidden even more so. Furthermore, robbery and plunder can be countered and resisted by the authority of the magistrate, but theft, which is perpetrated in secret, often escapes the knowledge of a judge and of other people for a long time.

(3) The end purpose and aim of the commandment is to fortify external resources, lest they be exposed to people’s deceits, evil practices, and plundering.

(4) The affirmative should be concluded from what is forbidden. Namely, this commandment sanctions all the virtues which support and preserve our neighbor’s property; and it approves of a certain distinction of ownership, the just acquisition of goods and resources, possession, and legitimate use.

The virtues required in the Seventh Commandment.

§ 167. From these fundamentals it is easy to gather the virtues of this commandment.

(1) If we must not steal, then we must certainly perform the tasks of our vocation diligently to acquire those things which are necessary to sustain life and to nourish those under our care. Therefore the first virtue of this commandment is diligence in performing the tasks of our vocation. By this we are sure that our vocation and the tasks of our vocation are pleasing to God since we have been reconciled to God through faith in Christ. With this faith shining forth, we diligently perform the works of our vocation, entrusting the result to God, seeking blessing and success from Him, and humbly awaiting all things needful from His hands. Eph. 4:28: “Let the thief no longer steal but labor with his hands.”

(2) If theft is forbidden, then surely the distinctions of properties and of ownerships should not be disturbed. Therefore the second virtue of this commandment is commutative justice [iustitia commutativa].63 In transactions [contractus] this preserves fairness congruent with right reason and honorable laws. There are various kinds of transactions: buying and selling, bartering, leasing, partnerships, permanent tenure of land [ἐμφύτενσις],64 etc. Upright reasoning and virtuous laws regulate the fairness of all these. To this virtue pertain the return of a deposit, payment of debt, return of those things that were taken away by theft or robbery.

(3) If we must not steal, then we must certainly be content with those possessions which God has given us through the honorable tasks of our vocation. Therefore the third virtue of this commandment is contentment, whereby we, content with our lot, recognize God’s gracious blessing, endure the burden of poverty patiently, and view another’s fortune “with the eye not turned back.”65 1 Tim. 6:[6]: “Godliness that is content with one’s lot is great gain.”

(4) If we must not steal, then we must certainly protect and use our own property profitably; we must avoid unnecessary expenses, lest we bring voluntary poverty upon ourselves and are driven later to theft and robbery. Therefore the fourth virtue of this commandment is parsimony, which avoids unnecessary spending, protects our property, and incurs expenses only when the need is necessary or honorable. To this virtue belongs a temperance that observes due moderation in lifestyle.

(5) If we must not steal, then we must instead give to a neighbor in need. Therefore the fifth virtue of this commandment is beneficence and generosity, which shares possessions and works not owed by civil obligation but by natural and divine obligation wherever and whenever it is fitting. To this belong the duty of lending, free giving, hospitality, etc.

Sins against the Seventh Commandment.

§ 168. The antithesis shows the sins by which one sins against this commandment:

(1) Laziness; interfering in the affairs of others; needless poverty; illicit and meddlesome activities; trusting in our own industry and diligence.

(2) Injustice, which is any unjust transfer of property, whether it occur by force or fraud. The former is called robbery; the latter, theft. There are various kinds of theft. Simple theft is taking away a private citizen’s property apart from his consent or knowledge. To this kind of theft belong all kinds of fraudulent activities in transactions that cheat one’s neighbor in business, be it faulty merchandise, unfair price, the use of unfair weights and measures, counterfeit money, deceptive words, or other deceits. The apostle calls this “transgressing and defrauding a brother in business” (1 Thess. 4:6). Embezzlement [peculatus] is theft perpetrated in a matter of the state. Sacrilege is stealing something sacred. Cozenage is unjust transacting; usury is the profit received only from lending; kidnapping [ἀνδραπoδισμός] is the theft of a person. Also, it is sin against reciprocal justice to deny wages that are due to workers, to refuse to return a deposit, to maliciously delay or refuse to pay a debt, and to refuse to restore another’s property.

(3) Greed, the inordinate love of wealth “by which the heart is set on [riches]” (Ps. 62:10); the feigned refusal of that which is necessarily owed or which is offered honestly.

(4) Stinginess and niggardliness; prodigal squandering, which is the closest path to greed and fraud.

(5) Inhumanity, lack of compassion, closing the ears to the cries of the poor, rashly refusing to lend.

Not only do those who do the stealing sin against this commandment but also those who share in their theft, be it by plan, mandate, consent, secrecy, or permission. A negligent servant is said to be worse than a brazen thief, as is also the faithless worker who dishonestly demands the full price for his labor.

Whether all theft is forbidden.

§ 169. (I) The question arises: Is all theft simply forbidden? We respond. Musculus (Loci) uses the following distinction:


Of those things which are forbidden by divine Law, some things are so ordered that they can never be committed without fault. This is true, for instance, for all those things that are forbidden in the First Table of the Law and some also in the Second, such as committing adultery, bearing false witness against a neighbor, etc. On the other hand, other things are so ordered that sometimes not only can they be done without sin but a sin is even committed if they are not done. We are commanded to love our parents; yet that honor ceases if they give orders contrary to the commandments of the heavenly Father. We are ordered not to kill; yet the magistrate does not sin by killing criminals but would sin by not killing them. Regarding this commandment, this also is the case in 2 Kings 11:[1–2]: “When Athaliah, the mother of Ahaziah, was destroying all the king’s offspring, Jehosheba, daughter of King Joram, sister of Ahaziah, stole Joash, son of Ahaziah, from among the king’s sons who were being slain and hid him.” This kind of theft should not be censured at all. To this also belongs the Israelites’ theft when, at God’s command, they carried off with them the gold, silver, and clothing of the Egyptians (Exod. 12:35).



However, if we wish to speak accurately, those were not thefts properly speaking, because hiding the future king should be considered a prudent defense against tyrannical cruelty. Neither does what the Israelites did fit the proper definition of theft, because the Egyptians had unjustly oppressed and exhausted the Israelites. Therefore it was just for there to be a restitution, especially by authority of the greatest judge, God, who is the owner of all goods. If in the civil court it is not judged to be theft when a magistrate forcefully and justly takes away enough goods from a debtor who refuses just repayment in order to satisfy his creditor, then all the less should this fair arrangement of God be accused of being theft. Moreover, the Egyptians did not give their property to the Israelites unwillingly, but God moved and turned their hearts (Exod. 12:36). Hence some note that in the description of this plundering the word is not [image: ] but [image: ]—the former meaning “to steal”; the latter, “to despoil” (Exod. 3:22).

Whether theft is forbidden by nature.

§ 170. (II) The question arises: Is theft forbidden by nature? We respond. Yes, because: (1) The moral Law is nothing else but the public, solemn repetition of the law of nature. But now, the moral Law forbids theft.

(2) Civil laws have made this clear. ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] lib.1, §3, ff. De furt.: “Theft is the fraudulent taking of property for the sake of gain, the thing itself, or for its use or possession. To perpetrate this is forbidden by natural law.” [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] lib. probr. 42., ff. De verb. sign.: “Some disgraceful things are shameful by nature; some, by civil law; and some, by city custom. For example, theft and adultery are shameful by nature.” [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] lib. nam hoc 14, ff. De condic. indeb.: “By nature it is fair that no one should profit from someone else’s loss.” [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] lib. ex hoc jur., ff. De just. et jur., says that “there are distinct domains of ownership by universal law [iure gentium].66 ”)

Clever thefts were praised among the Spartans, and the Egyptians committed many thefts without harming their honor (according to Alexander ab Alexandro, Genial., bk. 6, ch. 10). However, this does not hurt [our argument], for the barbaric behavior of a few peoples does not in any way remove or alter the law of nature. Moreover, the solemn repetition of the divine Law was established for the specific purpose of undoing the corruptions with which the heathen had corrupted natural law. When it says in Prov. 6:30: “It is not a great fault if a man steals,” this must be interpreted comparatively. Compared to adultery, it is called a smaller sin, though in and of itself it may be far greater.

A corollary of this question is that theft is inexcusable by any pretext of necessity, though the Jesuit Maldonatus teaches the contrary (Summa, quaest. 8, art. 3): “The poor do not commit theft when they, pressed by extreme necessity, sieze another’s property, because then the property is improperly that of another but is common to an endangered life. It is not extreme necessity in a situation where there is almost no cure—as when a poor man is breathing his last—but when he cannot hardly be helped in any other way.”

Whether it is just for thieves to be punished by hanging.

§ 171. (III) The question arises: Is it just to punish thieves by hanging? To many this seems excessively harsh and rigid since divine Law establishes a punishment of [restoring] fourfold or fivefold (Exod. 22:1), since there is no comparison between a man’s goods and his life, and since the harshness of punishments should not exceed [the crimes’] category.

** (See Zepper;67 Piscator; the jurist Antonius Matthaeus; Keckermann, Curs. philos., disp. 32, q. 2.) The reasons for that Carolina law’s severity against thieves are: (1) The freedom of the Christian magistrate. The Christian magistrate is not bound as strictly to the forensic laws as was the magistrate of the people of Israel. Therefore their sanctioning [of capital punishment for theft] must not be evaluated directly according to [the forensic laws of Israel.] You see, if they exercise their freedom in other punishments—as, for instance, not to punish the insults of children with the sword, not to kill heretics, etc.—then surely some freedom remains for them in making punishment of thieves harsh, since we must make similar judgments about similar situations. (2) Utility, which is manifold: (a) citizens’ fortunes are better preserved; (b) evil is the more quickly removed from their midst; (c) others are effectively deterred from crime of this sort. (3) Equity. It is a common rule of law that punishments increase as the crimes increase. But now, theft has grown so much in the Roman Empire68 that hardly anyone has a safe place for his property. (4) Necessity. No legislator or ruler who is concerned for the welfare and safety of his subjects can or should be presumed to be so cruel and severe as to establish the death penalty without having been compelled by necessity. (Meisner, Philos., part 2, p. 586.) **

From this it is clear that for thieves, especially armed burglars, to be given capital punishment is not something that should meet with our disapproval. Besides Wesenbecius’s proof (Parat.)—that capital punishment has had the approval of almost all peoples—one should also note that in the Mosaic state the punishment eventually becomes sevenfold or even complete confiscation of all one’s goods due to the great number of robberies (Prov. 6:31): “If he is caught, he will pay sevenfold, and he will give up all the goods of his house.” In fact, in Exod. 22:2 God Himself establishes that a thief who is caught with intent to rob can be killed without trial: “If a thief is found breaking in and is struck so that he dies, the one who struck him will not be put to death.” Capital punishment is also assigned to the theft of a person. Exod. 21:16: “Whoever steals a man, whether he sells him or is found in possession of him, shall be put to death.” David’s decision in 2 Sam. 12:5 was undoubtedly founded on that basis: “That man deserves to die who was unwilling to take of his own sheep and cattle and took the poor man’s lamb.” Therefore it was put into the hands of the judges to increase or diminish punishments as the circumstances changed. Therefore such punishment of theft has been sanctioned today by the public authority of the magistrate, as is clear from the Constitut. Carol. in the Peinlichen Halsgerichts-Ordnung (art. 160). Thus, once laws have been passed, we must not pass judgment about laws but according to them, especially since in this matter it is not so much a matter of the violated property as the nature of the crime and the authority of the magistrate to deter. [Codex Iuris Civilis] (l. Capitalium 28, § Grassatores, ff. De poenis): “Robbers who do this for the sake of loot are considered despoilers of their neighbors; and, if they have decided to attack and plunder with the sword, they are punished with their lives, especially if they have done this quite often and on the roads. The rest are put into the mines or relegated to islands.” However, in minor thefts which have not been repeated, especially in the case of those perpetrated at the compulsion of extreme necessity, we say that it is the duty of the Christian magistrate to exercise forbearance [ἐπιείκεια]. We shall speak later in their own place about alms, the sharing of things, and about usury [On Political Magistracy (Commonplace XXVII), §§ 232–56; cf. On Death (Commonplace XXIX), § 271; On Good Works (Commonplace XX), § 133].







PART VIII: THE EIGHTH COMMANDMENT OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 172. The Eighth Commandment is: “You shall not speak false testimony against your neighbor” [Exod. 20:16]. Our neighbor’s resources are protected by the preceding Seventh Commandment, so next it follows that the Eighth Commandment should look out for his reputation, lest it be tarnished by lies or malicious charges.

(1) The word [image: ] means “to respond.” Therefore this commandment is expressly about the specific testimony we give in court when interrogated about some case. The word [image: ] is used both for a person who is testifying as well as for the thing, or testimony, that the witness gives. Moreover, it is the nature of testimony that one testifies about a truth and sure thing which he knows, has seen, and has heard. Others must trust him since they do not know nor did they see.

(2) We are not forbidden to speak testimony simply, for human society cannot do without using testimony. Rather, God’s command forbids us to give false testimony.

(3) Neither are we forbidden to speak testimony against our neighbor, seeing as sometimes we are compelled by love for God and zeal for truth and justice to give testimony in court against our neighbor. Rather, it is giving false testimony against him that is forbidden.

(4) Since this commandment forbids false testimony in court, it is understood that the same commandment fortifies the order of judges and their legal actions.

(5) By synecdoche, under the one kind of false, forensic testimony (which is more troublesome than the rest) is contained a denouncement of all lying in general. Lev. 19:11: “You shall not steal nor deal falsely nor lie one to another.” Matt. 19:18; Mark 10:19; Rom. 13:19 [Vg]: “You shall not bear false witness.”

(6) Therefore the aim and end purpose of this commandment is the preservation of truth in human society.

The virtues required in the Eighth Commandment.

§ 173. From these foundations one can easily see how truth, or truthfulness, is the primary and chief virtue of this commandment. It should shine: (1) in the heart, that we be led by a serious love of and zeal for the truth; (2) on our tongue, that we profess the truth freely, fearlessly, and faithfully; (3) in our behavior, that we avoid deceitful pretexts and concealments; (4) on our actions, that we keep our agreements and promises unbroken.

Furthermore, since the benefit of truthfulness is widely applicable in common life, the following catalog of virtues for this commandment can be made with respect to objects: (a) In the courts and indeed by all who are involved in public affairs or who are summoned to court. A judge should give his verdict on the basis of what he has discovered after hearing both sides. A plaintiff should bring a just accusation. The accused who is aware of his crime should neither deny nor minimize it. Witnesses should offer neither unknown nor false facts, nor should they hide the truth maliciously. Defense attorneys should not undertake the defense of evil cases, nor should they maliciously avoid good ones. (b) In giving advice, where one’s aim must be the truth, the glory of God, and the welfare of the neighbor. (c) In treaties and transactions [contractus], where one must act “free of trickery and deceit,”69 according to the ancient saying. (d) In the learning and arts that are useful and necessary to human life. (e) In all the civil realm, that truth be spoken about the neighbor, his innocence defended, and that uncertainties be placed in the best construction with a moderate interpretation.

Sins against the Eighth Commandment.

§ 174. The following, then, are in conflict with this commandment:

(1) A love of lying; a delight in false testimonies.

(2) Speaking falsehood in court, [such as] when a judge gives a false verdict, when judgment is passed before both sides have had a sufficient hearing, when judgment is perverted by bribery, favoritism, fear of peril, desire for popularity; when the legitimate order and process of the courts are disturbed, when a plaintiff brings a false accusation against a defendant, when he takes legal action for insignificant reason, when a defendant denies his crime or minimizes his case contrary to his conscience, when witnesses deny or corrupt or hide the truth, when they testify about a matter about which they have insufficient knowledge, when defense attorneys take on the defense of an evil case, when they encourage litigation for personal gain, when they avoid good cases maliciously; or [speaking falsehood] in advising, [such as] when people give bad counsel; or [speaking falsehood] in treaties and contracts, [such as] when they are drawn up with ambiguous or deceitful language; or [speaking falsehood] in subjects of learning or the arts, when these are maliciously corrupted; or [speaking falsehood] in the civil realm, [such as] when our neighbor’s reputation is tarnished by insults and slander, when true judgment is perverted by flattery, when a true crime of a neighbor is made public due to one’s ambition or vanity, when ambiguous words or deeds are distorted by sinister interpretations.

(3) Making insidious insinuations and pretenses in life and behavior.

(4) Violating agreements and contracts, etc.

Here also one should place sins of omission as well as those things which make us participants in the sins of others. These can easily be perceived from the examples of sins just mentioned.

§ 175. There are secondary, nonprincipal virtues of this commandment that restrain man’s tongue, such as: (1) Keeping silent, a quality which knows how to keep secrets well and keeps quiet about things that do not need to be said or are not helpful to say. Talkativeness, idle speech, betrayal, and excessive silence go against this. (2) Friendliness and affability, which willingly and kindly listens, responds, and speaks when it is needed and welcomed. Conflicting with this are moroseness, listening to others with disdain, responding harshly, and fake kindness. (3) Wit, which is the spice of truth; it uses metaphor and humor to admonish, delight, or censure others while taking into account the persons, the time, and the place. Conflicting with this are scurrility, which circulates obscene jokes and insults and censures and rails at others with biting words. This is a disposition to use wit at the wrong time. (4) Also related to this are candor, simplicity, constancy, modesty, seriousness, eloquence, gentleness, a desire for true glory, etc. However, all of these are nothing more than the offshoots and fruit of truth and truthfulness.

Whether every lie is sin.

§ 176. The virtues and vices of this commandment should likewise be illustrated with statements and examples of Scripture, adding the promises and threats, and giving examples of the rewards and punishments, etc. However, our purpose here does not permit us to undertake this now.

Therefore the question arises: (I) Is every lie without exception sin against the Eighth Commandment?

We respond. Lying may be divided, with respect to its purpose, into pernicious lying, lying out of duty, and playful lying. (See Augustine, Enchirid. ad Laur., ch. 22; Lombard, Sent., part 3, dist. 38; [Ius canonicum, c. 14] Ne quis., [causa] 22, q. 2.) The purpose of pernicious lying is to do harm; of dutiful, to benefit; of playful, to give pleasure. No one doubts that this commandment prohibits pernicious lying, but many have doubts about dutiful and playful lying as to whether they should be listed as sins. Augustine expressly treats this subject in his book Ad Consentium and in Letter 1 ad Hieron. Since playful lying does not cause much harm and, furthermore, dutiful lying seems to benefit (since they are not as contrary to charity as is pernicious lying), they should be considered very minor sins. However, by no means should they be placed into the category of adiaphora or virtues since a misuse of words [signorum] happens not only in pernicious lying but also in dutiful and playful lying. Words are the symbols of our minds and of things. Therefore they abuse words who by them signify something other than what they have conceived in their mind.70

** Augustine (Letter 2 ad Hieron.): “If lies told out of duty have entered into the Sacred Scriptures, then what authority will remain in them?” And again: “Then what statement of the Scriptures would one cite as weighty enough to crush the evil of contentious falsehood? For as soon as you will have cited it, someone who understands it differently says, because he supports the opposite view, that the writer has lied out of some honorable sense of duty.” Also, De mendac. (ch. 14): “Whoever thinks that there is some kind of lying which is not a sin deceives himself shamefully, because he thinks that he, a deceiver of others, is virtuous.” Again: “By no means, to no purpose, by no dispensation human or divine can a lie be spoken licitly.” Jerome takes a milder position, for he writes as follows (commentary on Galatians 2): “King Jehu of Israel should serve as an example to show us that pretense is in some cases useful and should be employed, for he could not have killed the priests of Baal without having pretended that he wanted to worship the idol (2 Kings 10).” **

Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 110, art. 3): “Lying is an evil [in respect] of its own genus, for it is an act that is based upon an undue matter. Because words are naturally signs of intellectual acts, it is unnatural and undue for someone to signify with his voice what he does not have in his mind.” To be sure, we must help our neighbor, but with licit and legitimate means. Good intention does not make actions good which by their nature are sins. The apostolic precept is (Rom. 3:8): “Do not do evil that good may come of it.” If one were permitted to lie for the benefit of his neighbor, then surely he would be permitted to do this all the more for the glory of God.

As for me, I would concede that the lie that is not combined with the will or intent to deceive is not a mortal sin; but it does not at all follow from this concession that playful and dutiful lying are not sins. Besides the fact that the abuse of words also occurs in such lies, they also have this failing: those who use these kinds of lies deprive themselves of authority so that they cannot later admonish, reproach, or give advice with good effect; for their hearers think that they are lying out of duty to call them back into the way, not that things are actually so.

** Gesner (commentary on Genesis 27): “This definition of lying is incomplete: a false signification of a word with the intent to deceive.” Augustine (Enchirid., ch. 6; and De mendac., ch. 22): “Futhermore, lying comes from the corrupt lust of the flesh, and not from the prompting of the Holy Spirit. Its aim is either to insult God or to hurt a neighbor, whom to harm or afflict is iniquity. Otherwise it proceeds from a deceptive character.” **

As for the examples of saints who lied dutifully or playfully, they should neither be rashly condemned nor hastily imitated. Augustine answers regarding the Egyptian midwives: “It was not their lie but their faith and fear of God as well as their mercy toward the Israelite babies that pleased the Lord.” The rest [of these saints] spoke contrary to reality either out of a human spirit or by divine inspiration. In the case of the former, they suffered something human; in the case of the latter, we shall marvel at their words and deed, but we shall not imitate them. Thus Biel first answers in general (Sent., part 1, dist. 38, q. 1): “It is unnecessary for us to excuse the saints from every dutiful and playful lie, nor from every sin. They were not more perfect than the apostles who committed venial sins even after they had received the Holy Spirit.” Again: “They could have said such things by the intimate counsel of the Holy Spirit, through which the law is revoked.” Later he responds in particular to individual examples:


Abraham said that he would return, surely because he believed that his son would be raised from the dead after his sacrifice. Therefore he did not say anything contrary to what he had in mind. Isaac called his wife his sister following the custom of his people, where all female relatives were called sisters. Jacob called himself Esau because he actually was Esau, not in person, to be sure, but in office and authority. Furthermore, Isaac was asking about the one who deserved the blessing. Joseph calls himself a seer, expressing the opinion of the people who thought that he was just that; or, according to Alexander of Hales, the word for augury was used commonly in reference to knowledge of the future. When Rahab said that the scouts had left, she was commended not for her lie but for her piety. Jehu’s lie was pernicious because it brought death. It was not Judith’s lie but her concern for the freedom of her people which was commended.



These are Biel’s words. However, since neither playful nor dutiful lying meet the conditions of lying in the proper sense, it behooves us not to be too quick to condemn them.

Whether all pretense is forbidden.

§ 177. (II) The question arises: Is all pretense forbidden? We respond. People say that there is a distinction between pretenses. One kind aims only to deceive. No one doubts that this should be censured as sin. The second kind does not aim to deceive anyone but only to conceal plans, lest they be hindered. Here they refer to the example of Christ, who pretended that He was going to go farther (Luke 24:28). Bonaventure says: “There is a cautionary pretense, a didactic pretense, and a deceptive pretense. Joshua’s and David’s were of the first kind. Christ’s was of the second, to teach the disciples the duty of hospitality. Hypocrisy is of the third.” We are not required always to disclose what we know (Ecclesiasticus 19:8): “Do not discuss the behavior of others before friend or foe; and unless it would be sinful of you, do not reveal it.” Nevertheless be very careful not to use pretense when confession of the truth is called for, nor should we be sly under the guise of wisdom.

** Hunnius (QQ. on Genesis 18):


God says hypothetically: “As I live, I shall come to you” [Gen. 18:10] to carry out His plan, for He was not yet willing for it to be known that He was Jehovah. This is not pretense but disguise, which does not conflict with God’s nature: (1) Who would rightfully accuse Him for not having yet revealed who He was clearly to Abraham since God was not obligated to reveal Himself to Abraham? (2) Moreover, Abraham at first could have been unaware that it was the Lord who was appearing without any danger to himself. Therefore God put off disclosing Himself to a point of time when He judged it was most suitable to His plan. You see, He had not manifested Himself at this time for Sarah’s sake. He was waiting until she would display the lack of faith in her heart so that He would have a more suitable opportunity both to censure her and to strengthen her in the faith. The angels pretended that they would spend the entire night in the town square to carry out their plan and to arouse in Lot a desire to host them [Gen. 19:1–3], just as the Savior did too (Luke 24). This is not a kind of lying, because Christ and the angels did it not to deceive or harm anyone, not as a wicked trick, but only with the goal and intention of increasing in those from whom they seemed to be about to depart an eager desire to keep them.



(See also Hunnius, on Genesis 19.) **

Regarding Christ’s example [of intending to pass by the disciples, Luke 24:28], some claim that it signified how far He still was from the disciples’ hearts, even as it also foreshadowed His departure into heaven. Accordingly, there is no lie to be found in His pretense since His deed properly corresponded to the thing signified. Augustine (QQ. evang., bk. 2, q. 51):


What is written about the Lord—that “He pretended that He was going farther” [Luke 24:28]—does not involve a lie, for not everything that is pretended is a lie. Rather, when we pretend a thing that signifies nothing, then it is a lie. Moreover, when our fiction refers to a signification, it is not a lie but a figure of the truth. If this were not so, all things that wise and holy men or even the Lord Himself have said figuratively will have to be considered lies since, according to its usual meaning, truth does not consist of such statements, etc. Just as with words, deeds, too, may be feigned without lying in order to signify something.



The Syriac [version] translated it: “He made them think that it was as if He were going farther on.”

** Gesner (on Genesis 27, q. 1): “When the subject is fiction and pretense, confes sion and religion must always be excepted.” Augustine thinks very truly about this that (De mendac., ch. 14)


to lie in a matter of religious doctrine is a capital offense and greatly to be avoided. Under no circumstances should any falsehood be adduced there. However, outside a time of confession, in matters pertaining to this life, things often occur in such a way that we cannot accomplish what is fair without some fiction, pretense, and shrewdness. Without such cunning, Rebecca would have been unable to get Jacob’s blessing without a hateful quarrel with her husband and upsetting the entire household [Genesis 27]. It would have been impossible for the midwives to protect the lives of the children in Egypt without their noble contrivance [Exod. 1:15–20]; for the Gibeonites to gain the friendship of the Israelites without cleverness [Josh. 9:3–21]; for Nathan to bring David to admit his sin without that story [2 Sam. 12:1–7]; for Hushai to find out the wicked plans of Ahithophel [2 Sam. 15:32–37]; for the women to hide David’s messengers [2 Sam. 17:17–20]; for Rahab to send away the scouts [Josh. 2:1–21]; and, finally, for Joshua, David, and the rest of the rulers to administer their tasks without the application of stratagems. **



Whether one may use equivocations in court or confession.

§ 178. (III) The question arises: May one use equivocations and hide the truth in court or in a case of confession?

We respond. The Jesuits think so. Thus Toletus writes (Instruct., bk. 4, ch. 21):


At times one may use equivocation and deceive his listener, though not always. But when a judge demands an oath against justice, one may use equivocation and swear according to his own mind contrary to the judge’s intent. Suppose a judge asks someone, “Did you do this?” and he answers, “I did not,” thinking to himself “not to tell you” or “not at this time” or the like. If a man asks his wife if she is an adulteress, she can say, “I am not,” even though it may be true, by meaning “I am not, as far as revealing this thing to you is concerned.” The same is true in the case of a man who is forced to swear that he will accept another woman as his betrothed, by meaning “if she pleases me later.” Also, if a man has been captured by robbers and swears that later he will pay a hundred gold coins as ransom for his freedom. Swearing equivocally, he can say to himself that, if he should be freed later, then he is not bound to pay. It is also true in the case of a man wrongfully detained by a guard. If he swears that he will return later in order to be let go, then he can use equivocation and is not bound to return.



Campianus (Letter ad generalem societatis, written from England and printed at Trier in the year ’83, p. 86): “The condition of Catholics in England is extremely serious. They have no freedom of conscience. Nothing remains intact for them—neither voice nor religion. You have to speak along with others. You must affirm by oath what others have affirmed, even if you believe much differently in your heart, even if your conscience feels the exact opposite.” (In fact, this follows the teaching of the heretic Basilides who, as Eusebius reports, Hist. eccles., bk. 4, ch. 7, based on Agrippa Castor, was unashamed to teach that one should not hesitate to deny the faith in time of persecution, even by perjury.) Gregorius de Valentia ([Comm.], vol. 3, p. 1346) calls equivocation “a prudent defense.” The Englishman Thomas Morton (Apol. cathol., bk. 2, ch. 13) cites the words of the priests of Visby [sacerdotes Wisbycenses], which they wrote to a noble Catholic. In this letter they say: “It is the skill of our Jesuits to deceive the magistrates when taking oaths. When the public officers ask, ‘Are you a priest?’ the priest can answer” (they claim): “ ‘I am no such person (but with this intent added in his heart but not declared with his mouth) as you wish me to be’ or ‘to tell you’ or something like that.” However, these are the teachings of deceitful and perjurious men. When we are examined as witnesses in the courts or when we must confess our religious convictions, we are obligated to speak the bare and simple truth without any equivocation involved. Regarding oaths there is an outstanding quote from Isidore ([Ius canonicum,] c. Qui perjurare, causa 22, q. 5): “By whatever trick of words a person swears, God takes it in the same way as the person understands it to whom the oath is made.” Ibid.: “God, the despiser of duplicity, considers the straightforward intent of both parties. He despises and hates trickery of words as much on the part of the recipient as on the part of the declarer.”







PART IX: THE NINTH AND TENTH COMMANDMENTS OF THE DECALOGUE

§ 179. The Ninth Commandment is: “You shall not covet your neighbor’s house” [Exod. 20:17]. The Tenth is: “You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife, or his manservant or maidservant, his ox or donkey, or anything that belongs to him” [Exod. 20:17].

(1) We showed earlier (§ 45) that two kinds of covetousness [concupiscentiae] are forbidden by these commandments: actual and original. This we proved from the words of these commandments and from comparing other passages of Scripture.

(2) Therefore these commandments accuse not only the sinful desires to which full and deliberate consent is added but also our corrupt inclination, those first impulses of sinful covetousness, even habitual covetousness itself, which is how the apostle defines original sin [James 1:14–15].

(3) Therefore these final commandments stand against the source of sin, since “out of our corrupt heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, fornication, theft, false testimony, blasphemy” (Matt. 15:19).

(4) Christ Himself shows in His explanation of the Law (Matthew 5) that these last two commandments should be interpreted so as to be understood in all the commandments of the Decalogue.

(5) It is necessary to distinguish between natural, ordered desires and the sinful impulses of covetousness. God’s Law forbids the latter but not the former. The blessed apostle also provides another distinction (in Gal. 5:17) between the desire of the flesh and that of the Spirit. The Law of God prohibits neither natural nor spiritual desire but the corrupt lust of the flesh.

(6) In Deuteronomy 5 there is a transposition of objects. There the wife is listed first and house second. From this it is clear that one cannot find a primary and proper distinction between these commandments based on their objects.

(7) Covetousness is not restricted to the objects listed in these commandments but is very broad. That is why the general clause is added: “You shall not covet anything that belongs to your neighbor.” After Christ (in Luke 8:14) listed among the thorns “the cares of this world, the deception of riches, and pleasures,” He added (Mark 4:19) “the desires for other things.” In Gal. 5:19[–23], the works of the Spirit that the desires of the flesh oppose are listed from both tables of the Decalogue. Therefore it forbids by name the wife, house, manservants, maidservants, fields, cattle, and donkeys of our neighbor because these are daily before our eyes in the ordinary course of human life.

(8) The apostle omits Moses’ details about not coveting house, wife, field, etc., and sets forth these two commandments without the addition of circumstances or objects. Rom. 7:7 and 13:9: “You shall not covet.”

§ 180. Therefore these two commandments require all our desires to be in perfect inner harmony with the norm of God’s Law. They require the concreated integrity of our entire nature, a spiritual obedience that is absolute in every respect. On the other hand, these two commandments accuse all thoughts, inclinations, impulses, and emotions that are against God’s Law. Since original sin is the fount and source of all these, the blessed apostle calls it “desire” [concupiscentia, James 1:14–15]. Accordingly, we must acknowledge the extreme corruption of our nature which drives us uncontrolled to corrupt desires of every kind. Because of these desires, we are in need of the daily forgiveness of sins even after regeneration (Ps. 32:[5–]6). Our good works are stained and spotted by these desires so that they cannot stand before the judgment of God. We must acknowledge, I say, this soiled garment of mourning and deplore [our sins] with genuine sighing. Let us beseech Christ to cover them in us by His merit. Let us battle against them by the power of the Spirit, “mortifying the flesh with its desires” [Gal. 5:24]. With the deepest longing of our heart, let us aspire to the full completion and perfection expected in eternal life.
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SECTION X: THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF FULFILLING THE MORAL LAW

Whether God’s Law can be fulfilled perfectly.

§ 181. Now that we have thoroughly explained the Decalogue, it will become readily apparent whether we can in this life render the perfect obedience that God requires of us in His Law, be it by the powers of nature or of grace, that is, either before or after regeneration. On this point we have a serious opposition to the Papists, for they are convinced that perfectly fulfilling the Law is not beyond a man’s powers, especially if he is reborn. We claim, on the contrary, that even though those who have not yet been reborn can indeed render outward good conduct [disciplina]—Scripture calls this the “righteousness of the flesh” (Heb. 9:10)—they cannot even begin to have an inner obedience of the heart apart from faith and the Holy Spirit, not to mention rendering or fulfilling such inner obedience. Furthermore, the outward orderly conduct of the unreborn does not please God and is not truly good work.

As regards the reborn, we assert that the Law is fulfilled by them in two ways. First, by faith and imputation, “for God has done what the Law, weakened by the flesh, could not do, sending His own Son, and concerning sin He condemned sin that the justification of the Law might be fulfilled in us” (Rom. 8:3–4). “Christ is the end of the Law for righteousness to everyone who believes” [Rom. 10:4]. Second, by an inchoate or new obedience that has come from faith; for to those who believe there is imputed the perfect obedience of the Law which Christ performed, not that they may live freely according to the flesh but that they may walk in the commandments of God. This new obedience of the reborn does not only consist of outward works but also involves inner obedience, seeing as it mortifies the inner desires of the heart and the lusts of the flesh as new impulses begin [to arise] which are in harmony with the Law of God. Nevertheless this is still far from being the perfect fulfillment of the Law that God requires. This we prove by the following arguments.

Arguments in favor of the negative side: First, Scripture clearly contradicts this.

§ 182. (I) In clear and plain language Scripture declares that God’s Law requires such perfect obedience, complete in every respect, that completely fulfilling it is impossible for us in this life. John 7:19: “Moses gave you the Law, yet none of you does it.” Acts 7:53: “You received the Law as delivered by angels and did not keep it.” Acts 13:38–39: “Through Christ forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you, and freedom from everything from which you could not be freed by the Law of Moses.” Acts 15:10: “Why do you test God by putting a yoke upon the neck of the disciples which neither our fathers nor we have been able to bear?” Rom. 8:3: “For God has done what the Law, weakened by the flesh, could not do, by sending His Son.” Rom. 8:7: “For the mind that is set on the flesh does not submit to the Law of God; indeed, it cannot.” Gal. 3:21: “A law has not been given which can make a person alive.”

** Socinus (against the statement of Rom. 8[:3], “what the Law could not do”) raises the objection (De servator., part 2, ch. 23, f. 194): “For ‘the Law to be weakened through the flesh’ is the same thing as is said elsewhere, that man is freed from the slavery of sin.” We respond. The context shows that it means something else, namely, that because the Law is impossible for carnal man, it cannot provide salvation. In the preceding verses, he places the law of the Spirit of life in Christ in opposition to the law of sin and death, saying that “the law of the Spirit of life in Christ has freed him from the Law” [v. 2], that is, that in Christ do we find the fulfillment of the Law. **

Others make the general objection that these statements should be interpreted as referring to the unreborn, who cannot fulfill the Law of God by the powers of nature. On the other hand, they say, the reborn can do this by the powers of grace.

We respond. These statements are universal, and their scope is also universal, for the Law is a yoke which none of us can carry. It requires the complete perfection of all our powers and actions. It is not satisfied by any kind of external or inchoate internal obedience but requires perfect love, free of every stain of concupiscence. No one, not even one who is reborn, can render this, since they only “have the firstfruits of the Spirit” (Rom. 8:23), and, for those who would do good, “evil lies close at hand” (Rom. 7:21). Therefore the voice of the Law is the universal judgment of God that universally “confines all men under sin” (Gal. 3:22), “so that every mouth may be stopped and the whole world may be held accountable” (Rom. 3:19). As a result, Christ says (John 5:45): “There is one who accuses you: Moses, on whom you set your hope.” The Israelites were received into the covenant of grace through circumcision, and the Spirit of adoption and renewal was given to them; yet the apostles confess that the Law was such a yoke, not only for the heathen but even for the circumcised Jews, that they could not bear it.

Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 14) raises the objection that the apostles were speaking only about the ceremonial law. (1) He tries to prove this from the occasion of the words. Luke writes [Acts 15] that some of the disciples rose up, saying that Gentiles who had been converted needed to be circumcised and that this was the reason why the apostles held a council to see about this claim. Therefore Peter is talking about circumcision and other such ceremonies. (2) He tries to prove it from the words of the decree (Acts 15:28–29): “It has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to impose upon you no burden beyond these requirements, that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols, from blood, from what has been strangled, and from fornication.” These alone are called the “requirements” [necessaria] of the ceremonial law, not of the whole Law simply, otherwise Christians would be allowed to commit adultery, kill, steal, etc. (3) He tries to prove it from a summation of the decrees and words. The apostles want to remove the yoke of the Law from the necks of the [disciples].1 If “removing the yoke of the Law” is understood to mean abrogating the Law as to its obligation, then it must necessarily be taken to refer only to the ceremonial law, for the moral Law is still binding. On the other hand, if “removing the yoke of the Law” is understood to refer to the notion of justification, then it follows that the ceremonial law has not been abrogated as to its obligation.

We respond. From v. 5 it is clear that the false apostles were raising two questions: (a) whether circumcision was still binding for the Gentiles and (b) whether the observance of the moral Law was necessary for justification. Luke writes (Acts 15:5): “Some believers who belonged to the party of the Pharisees rose up and said, ‘It is necessary to circumcise them and to charge them to keep the Law of Moses.’” The apostles responded clearly, first, that circumcision no longer bound the Gentiles, but they still wanted the Gentiles to observe a few ceremonial laws about blood and suffocated animals to avoid causing a possible scandal among the Jews. Along with those laws, they also listed from the moral Law abstinence from fornication, since the Gentiles did not consider it a sin. Then they say that the moral Law does indeed bind Gentile converts to obedience, but still maintain that works of the moral Law have no value for justification, which depends solely on the grace of God set before us in Christ. Given the aim of this decree, it is readily apparent how to respond to Bellarmine’s cleverness, for the question was not merely about the keeping of the ceremonial law but was also about the moral Law—whether one could hope for justification and salvation by keeping it. The apostles respond that the observance of the ceremonial law has been removed completely in the New Testament and that we cannot be justified or saved on the basis of the Law of Moses because it is an unbearable yoke. Therefore all refuge and every hope of salvation has been provided for us solely in the grace of God. Had the question been only about the ceremonial law, why would it be called a yoke impossible to carry? Those external rites do not surpass the powers of even the unregenerate man.

It is in vain that Bellarmine objects that the yoke is called “unbearable” because it was difficult and strenuous to bear. But this passage is not about its difficulty but about its impossibility, as the very sound of the words proves. Stapleton (Antidot., p. 325) discusses how, “because of the addition of the moral Law, the multitude of ceremonies was a difficult burden.” He must then admit that the apostles are not merely speaking about the ceremonial law because, if the ceremonial law was an unbearable yoke, then how much more so was the moral Law! In fact, in Luke 11:42 and Matt. 23:23 Christ compares the works of the ceremonial law and the moral Law and declares that the works of the latter are βαρὑτερα (“weightier”) than those of the former. I should like this to be well noted. Moreover, Luke also adds (Acts 15:11): “We believe that we shall be saved through the grace of the Lord Jesus just as our fathers were.” From this we draw the following conclusions. The grace of God which justifies and saves us stands in opposition not only to the observance of ceremonies but also to the works of the moral Law. Therefore the observance not merely of the ceremonial law but also, and much more, of the moral Law is called an unbearable yoke. The first proposition is clear from the Epistles to the Romans and to the Galatians, in which the works of that Law are excluded from the article of justification; from which Law “comes the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20); this Law charges all people with sin and condemns “the whole world” (v. 19); it is written on the minds of men (Rom. 2:15) and “was given because of transgressions” (Gal. 3:19); about it, it says, “Whoever does them lives in them” (v. 12). Now, all this is applicable to the moral Law. Therefore the observance not only of the ceremonial but also of the moral Law is ineffective for justification and salvation. In addition, consider the disputation of Paul in the Epistle to the Galatians, where he likewise speaks against false apostles and proves that we are justified by faith alone without the works of the Law, even of the moral Law, as we shall show in greater detail in its own place [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX)]. From this we conclude that the question was not merely about the ceremonial law but also about the moral Law, as to whether the works of the moral Law are required for justification.

Second, the nature of the Law does not allow it.

§ 183. (II) We find that the second class of arguments [for the negative] comes from the nature of the Law.

** Bellarmine writes as follows (De grat. et lib. arb., bk. 5, ch. 4, § 7): “The commandments ‘You shall not murder’ and ‘You shall not steal’ command nothing but the voluntary omission of the outward acts of homicide and theft. The desire [concupiscentia] for another’s property and the hatred of a neighbor are forbidden by other commandments. Thus this is not violating the commandments ‘You shall not murder’ and ‘You shall not steal’; rather, it observes them according to the substance of the act of restraining the hand from theft and killing, even if perchance it goes against the commandment ‘You shall not covet your neighbor’s property’ and ‘You shall not hate your brother in your heart.’ ” Chapter 9: “It is unnecessary that all things be referred to God explicitly. It is enough for a work to be referred to a proximate end, for then it will be directed of itself to God as the ultimate end.” **

However, the apostle says (Rom. 7:14): “The Law is spiritual.” It requires not only an external but also an inner obedience of the spirit. It demands such complete perfection that nothing carnal be or be felt in our powers that would incline or draw us in another direction or keep the whole man from being spiritual and his motives from glowing with love. Luther: “Every commandment is so spiritual that it not only forbids the work and fruit and leaves and branches—that is, the words, works, and signs—but also the root and sap, that is, the desire from which such things come.”2 Deut. 6:5 sets forth the summary of the moral Law: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your mind and with all your soul and with all your might, and your neighbor as yourself” [cf. Lev. 19:18]. We are commanded to love God not halfheartedly but with complete wholeheartedness, so that in love we place nothing ahead of Him nor make anything equal to Him, that we love Him alone, and, if we love anything else, that we love it because of Him, under Him, in Him, and according to His will. We are ordered to love God with all our mind so that we always think such things as can rouse us to love Him, that in all our pursuits and activities we have His glory set before us. We are ordered to love God with all our soul so that we zealously strive after those things which we know are pleasing and acceptable to God, that we perfectly hate all that we know is displeasing and opposed to Him. We are ordered to love God with all our might so that, clinging to Him with all our strength, we cannot be torn away from Him by threat or enticements, that all the powers of our soul and all the members of our body serve to love God and keep His commandments.

** A threefold totality of love is rigorously demanded: (1) A totality of the lovable object, and this is primary—that we love all of God and all things that pertain to Him—and secondary—that we love our neighbor, both friend and foe equally (1 John 4:21; Matt. 5:24), and this according to the entire Decalogue (James 2:10). (2) A totality of manner on the part of the lover, that our love toward both flow from a pure, clear fountain of the whole heart, which is the seat of our affections. This means that we should not only love God above all things by preferring Him to all other things (according to Becanus, p. 465)—truly, not in pretense or simulation (according to Bellarmine, De monach., ch. 13, p. 634); with a right heart, with all our strength (according to Costerus, ch. 4, p. 245)—but we should also love Him completely with all our members, most sincerely with all our strength of soul and body, so that all our thoughts, life, and understanding may be devoted to Him from whom we have the very things we are devoting. Augustine (De doctr. Christ., ch. 22), says that all the actions, impulses, and affections of our heart should come together to love Him. (3) A totality of time, that we love God and our neighbor perpetually and without ceasing (Deut. 6:12; 11:1). Thus a certain Jew, according to Helvicus (Disp. Giss., vol. 3, p. 178), says, “Since the inner heart comes first of all in the formation of man and is the last thing that dies, these words imply that God is to be loved with our whole heart constantly until the final moment of life.” A [threefold] perfection is required: (1) essential, from the whole soul and all strength; (2) integral, according to each and every commandment; (3) of occasion, at all times. **

This commandment about loving God is the rule and measure of obedience in the positive commandments, just as the commandment about not coveting is the rule and measure of obedience in the negative commandments.

** As long as “the desires of the flesh are against the Spirit” (Gal. 5:17), and as long as “the law of my members is at war with the law of my mind” (Rom. 7:23), we do not love God with all our heart, soul, strength, and mind but only in part and, thus, less than we should. Moreover, whatever is less than it ought to be is in fault since it violates its commandment (Deut. 4:2; 12:32). **

Augustine (De doctr. Chr., bk. 1, ch. 22):


You shall love God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind so that you devote all your thoughts, your whole life, and all your intellect to Him from whom you have all that you offer Him. For when He says “with all your heart and with all your soul and all your mind,” He leaves out no part of our life to be unoccupied and to make room, so to speak, to want to enjoy something else. Rather, whatever else suggests itself as something to be loved should be redirected to where the impetus of all our love runs.



Augustine again (De spir. et lit., ch. 26):


Someone might think that we lack nothing that belongs to the knowledge of justice because the Lord summed up and abbreviated His Word upon earth, saying that all the Law and the prophets depend on two commandments. He did not keep them silent but gave them in very clear language: “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind, and your neighbor as yourself.” What is more true than that all righteousness is completely fulfilled in these commandments? And yet whoever attends to the latter should also attend to the former. In how many instances do we all sin while thinking that the God whom we love is pleased or not displeased by what we do? Then later we repent and implore Him to forgive us after we have been warned through His Scripture in a sure and clear way and have learned that [our conduct] does not please Him. Human life is filled with such instances. So how is it that we know very little about what pleases Him? Is it not because we do not know Him very well? “For now we see through a mirror” [1 Cor. 13:12], etc. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your might” belongs to eternal life. But to this life belongs “Let not sin reign in your mortal body to obey its desires” [Rom. 6:12]. To eternal life belongs “You shall not covet”; to this life, “Go not after your lusts” [Ecclesiasticus 18:30].



Again, Augustine (De perf. justitiae, at ratiocin. 17): “In the fullness of love—that is, in our fatherland—the commandment will be fulfilled: ‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart.’ For while there still remains some carnal lust [concupiscentia] that must be restrained, God is not loved completely with all of the soul. In the future, however, when there will be no ‘law in our members’ [Rom. 7:23], we shall love God with all our heart.”


** God is to be loved: “With all our heart,” that is, with all our will, which is the beginning of all actions in the soul, just as the heart is the beginning of all movement in the body. “With all our soul,” that is, with our entire lower or sensitive appetite.3 (This is the meaning of Gen. 2[:7]: “Man was made into a living being”; that is, he began to live with an animate and sensing soul.) The will also drives this appetite as the upper sphere moves the lower orbs with its movement.4 “With all our strength,” that is, with all our powers to strive and act as the will commands. And as these all serve God for the sanctification of righteousness, so in the ungodly they serve iniquity to iniquity. Finally, “with all our mind,” that is, with our entire intelligence which, through a will informed by love, is moved to believe about God that which should be believed, to meditate about the beloved God, and to investigate those things that serve for the worship and glory of God. Therefore thus must God be loved, that our entire will, appetite, activity, and intelligence are brought to bear on Him and that none of these serves the world, our flesh, the devil, or sin. (Stapleton, Promt. moral., Dom. 12. post [Pent.], p. 294)



It is required that we love God with all our heart and with all our might, but the reborn have scarcely half their might available because they consist of the old and new man, the old and new heart, the old and new powers, which constantly oppose each other (Romans 7; Galatians 5; Ephesians 4; Colossians 3). Therefore much less can they love with all their might. Victor (on Mark 12): “This commandment is more abounding in repetition than others, using the same phrase regarding the same material. It does this to show that man should burn with so great a love for God that he allows nothing to creep into any faculty of the soul which might prevent or diminish love for God or transfer it to someone else.” Theophylact (on Luke 10): “We must then subject the vegetative5 faculty of the soul to the love of Christ. But how? Vehemently, not laxly. But we must also subject the sensitive faculty, and this strongly too; and, in fact, even the rational faculty, with all our might. Therefore we should surrender our entire selves to God and subject our nutritive,6 sensitive, and rational faculty to the love of God.” Anselm (on Matthew 22): “ ‘With all your heart,’ that is, with perfect understanding, that you leave no room for error in the confession of His Godhead; ‘and with all your soul,’ that is, with all your will, namely, that you desire nothing that is contrary to Him; ‘and with all your mind,’ that is, with all your memory, pondering nothing that would keep you from thinking of Him.” **

From all this I conclude that, even if we begin to obey the commandments of God in this life, we still fail in the First and Last Commandments.

[Bellarmine’s objections.]

(1) Bellarmine claims (De monachis, bk. 2, ch. 12): “Gregory of Nyssa (De creat. hominis, ch. 8), Anselm (on Matthew 22), Augustine (De doctr. Christ., bk. 1, ch. 29), and Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 20) interpret this commandment so that ‘soul’ means part of the vegetative soul; ‘heart’ means the sensing faculty; ‘mind,’ the intelligence or something of that sort.” However, he adds: “All these words probably mean exactly the same thing.”

We respond. Of course wherever we are commanded in Scripture to love God with all our heart, this does not imply that a lesser love is demanded of us than when the rest of the members are included and we are commanded to love Him with all our soul, all our strength, and all our mind. When God requires the whole heart, He does not exclude the intellect, will, and other powers but includes them simultaneously, for in the Hebrew way of speaking the word “heart” means all these. Nevertheless the other phrases are doubtlessly added for the sake of special emphasis and fuller clarification, so that we would understand that we owe all the powers of our soul, all the affections of our heart, and all the thoughts of our mind to the holy love of God. You see, because we receive whatever we have in us as a gift from Him, we are commanded, with the highest right, to devote all that we have to Him in obedience and love. Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 44, art. 5): “When we are commanded to love God with all our soul, all our mind, and all our strength, the four chief powers in man are designated, namely, the intellectual, volitive, sensitive, and motive. ‘Heart’ means the will, because it drives everyone even as the heart gives the [blood] flow of life. ‘Mind’ means intelligence; ‘soul,’ the sensitive power; ‘might,’ the motive power for the members of the body.”

(2) [Bellarmine objects:] This is an affirmative commandment. Therefore it commands only that we exercise those powers of the soul for the sake of God when necessity requires it for the sake of God’s glory, but at other times, if this were done, then there would be need for counsel and supererogation. This declaration of Bellarmine was taken from Biel (Sent., part 1, dist. 1, q. 4, art. 3) where he says, “Man is not actually obligated to love God totally whenever he thinks about God, but a habitual love is enough.”

** The Papist Joannes Hesselius says things similar to this. He writes: “On the basis of this commandment to love, man is bound at times to abstain from thinking about God so that, in a strange way, due to the love of God, he does not think about God and love God when he stops loving; against this one must set forth the contrary, that one must think about God more often than he must breathe.” Likewise, Molanus (Pract. theol., treatise 3, ch. 16, concl. 1, no. 11): “It is a matter of honor and not of necessity that we love God above all things.” The same (treatise 3, ch. 8, concl. 3, no. 19): “God does not command us to pray for our enemies.” **

We respond. But when could there ever be a circumstance when no necessity urges us to promote God’s glory? 1 Cor. 10:31: “Whatever you do, do all to the glory of God.” The commandment to love God above all things binds us perpetually because at no time should we ever be deprived of the love of the highest Good. If we are not yet driven completely by love of God; if we place anything ahead of Him or equate anything with Him in love; if we do not yet love everything that we should love on account of Him, in Him, and according to His will; if we have not yet set Him as the only end of all our affections, strivings, and actions; and if even the slightest corrupt thought and desire should arise in us that is opposed to pure and holy love—then we have not yet fulfilled this commandment completely. If we must love God with all our heart, there should be no affection of the heart which is not directed toward loving God. Augustine (De spiritu et lit., ch. 36): “Nothing remains in us that can be added to the whole, because if anything is left, then it is not the whole.”

(3) [Bellarmine objects:] Augustine and Bernard explain that “with all your heart” means that we are commanded to have all levels of love that we are able to have in this world or in the other, so that we always love God, and there is no contrary impulse of desire in us, whether voluntary or involuntary, which would conflict with the love of God. Based on this, they conclude that this commandment cannot be fulfilled perfectly in this life.

We respond. Very good. These outstanding interpreters of Scripture and unique luminaries of the church confirm our position. They deny that in this lifetime we can perfectly fulfill the commandment of love. The clarity of this commandment and the experience of the heart forced them to confess this.

What more does Bellarmine want? He counters that the same fathers affirm that, though this commandment cannot be fulfilled in this life, it does not merely make people transgressors if it is not fulfilled. This is because it commands in two ways. In the first way it indicates only that which must be done. In the second way it indicates by command that which must be done and the purpose for doing it. If a commander says to his soldiers “Fight against that city,” he is indicating only what must be done. However, if he says “Capture that city,” he is indicating what must be done as well as the purpose for doing it. This is the same as if he said “Fight to the end that you take the city.” So the commandment does not properly obligate to an end but to a means [according to Bellarmine], for the soldiers do not sin by not capturing the city, provided that they fight energetically and by their fighting strive to take it. So also Stapleton (De just., bk. 6, ch. 10): “This commandment to love God is instructive, not binding.”

We respond. This is a disgusting distinction, and we examined it in greater detail in our treatise On Actual Sins [Commonplace XV], § 44. Human laws are passed according to ability and require nothing beyond man’s powers. However, God’s Law commands us not only to try to aspire to the perfection of love which it prescribes but also to love to the degree of perfection which it requires. It is an indication of our corrupt reason that we act “according to ability” and “inasmuch as is in us,” and then think that God is not too concerned about the rest. However, the voice of the Law is exceedingly clear, demanding perfect love for God and declaring a curse upon “all who do not abide in all things which are written in the book of the Law” (Deut. 27:26; Gal. 3:10). What sort of obedience the Law requires must not be evaluated on the basis of the strength of destituted nature but of instituted nature. Although we cannot in this life fulfill the commandment of love because of sin, which has come down to us through the fall of our first parents, nevertheless the Law still demands perfect fulfillment, and deservedly so, because God originally endowed the human race with the perfect and sufficient strength to fulfill it. Therefore we invert Bellarmine’s analogy (which Stapleton also uses, Antidot., Romans 7). Just as a soldier who has been endowed with perfect strength to take a city has not satisfied his responsibility by fighting strenuously but is further required to take the city in actuality, so also the first man was endowed with perfect strength to love God with all his heart and would have passed on that strength to his posterity, had he persevered in the integrity with which he had been created. Therefore by right God demands of us not only that we aspire to that love but that we actually do love Him with all our heart. 1 John 3:4: “All lawlessness is sin.” But now, not to fulfill that degree of love is lawlessness. Therefore not to fulfill that degree of love is sin.

Therefore Bellarmine is using great sophisms when he uses Augustine and Bernard to try to prove that “a lack of the perfect love which the Law requires is not sin before God”—for not only do those fathers nowhere say this, but they also clearly contradict it. Augustine (De spiritu et litera, ch. 36) says: “Therefore we are commanded to love God with all our heart, with all our soul, and with all our might, that we may be instructed as to what we should ask by faith and on what we should set our hope.” We are saying the same thing, that faith in Christ seeks perfect fulfillment of the Law and that the commandment of love is something we finally fulfill perfectly in eternal life. Does it then follow that the lack of such perfection is not sin before God? Of course not. The debt remains even if we are incapable of paying it. This is why Augustine adds: “As far as I see it, whoever has come to know by his progress how far he is from perfect righteousness has made a great deal of progress in the righteousness which shall be perfected. If, however,7 one can say that an inferior righteousness corresponds to this life—the righteousness by which ‘the righteous man lives by faith’ [Rom. 1:17], though he is a stranger from God, and thus ‘walking by faith and not yet by sight’ [2 Cor. 5:7]—then it is not ridiculous to say that it also belongs to such righteousness that it does not sin.” Bellarmine presses what follows in Augustine: “For it should not be credited with fault if it cannot yet be as great a love for God as is owed to that full and perfect knowledge. For it is one thing to have not yet reached the totality of love, but it is another not to pursue any lust.”

We respond. Augustine understands the word “fault” to mean mortal sin that makes us guilty in actuality before God. The imperfection of love should not be ascribed to this kind of fault. At the same time, however, if God wanted to enter into judgment with us, He could cast us out from His presence because of this imperfection. Because of this failing, our habitual or actual righteousness cannot be set against God’s judgment. That is why Augustine adds:


These testimonies of Holy Scripture cannot be false: “No one living will be justified in Your sight” [Ps. 143:2]. “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us” [1 John 1:8]. “There is no one who will not sin” [1 Kings 8:46]. Therefore I conclude that whatever sort or quantity of righteousness we can designate to this life, there is no man who is wholly without sin; everyone must give that it be given to him, forgive that it be forgiven him [Luke 6:37–38]. Everyone, if he has some righteousness, must not presume to have it of his own, but [must think] that it is from the grace of God who justifies. He must still hunger and thirst for righteousness from Him who is the bread of life and before Him who is the source of life, who works justification in His saints who are still laboring under the trial of this life, in such a way that He may still give with open hand to those who ask and mercifully forgive those who confess. Let [my opponents] find, if they can, a man living under the burden of this corruption who has nothing for God to forgive.



He writes in the same way (Contra duas epist. Pelag., bk. 3, ch. 7):


The virtue which now exists in a righteous man is called “perfect” to the extent that his perfection includes both the recognition of his actual imperfection and the confession thereof in humility. For his lowly righteousness is perfect according to this weakness in proportion to its measure when he understands what he is lacking. At this point the grace of God both gives him a desire to keep the Commandments and forgives him for anything in the Commandments which he does not keep.



Letter 26 ad Hieronym.: “Because of the fault of imperfection it says, ‘If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us’ [1 John 1:8]. This means that, however far we may progress, we must still say, ‘Forgive us our trespasses,’ even though everything has already been forgiven in Baptism. It is because of this fault that ‘no one living will be justified before God’ [Ps. 143:2].”

From Bernard (Sermon 50 on Song of Songs) Bellarmine cites the following:


It is no secret to the Lawgiver that the weight of the commandment surpasses the powers of man. However, this is the reason that He considered it useful for people to be admonished of their own insufficiency, so that they may clearly know to what end of righteousness they must strive with all their might. Thus the Lawgiver, by commanding the impossible, does not make men transgressors but humble.



Those are Bernard’s words. Note in them that he expressly says that the weight of the Commandments surpasses our powers. But if we were not obligated to that perfect degree of love, if we could fulfill the Law, then how would the Law be such a burden? What would surpass our powers? In addition, he says that we are admonished of our own insufficiency. This admonition is nothing but the accusation of the Law, as is clear from what follows in Bernard. Accordingly, when he adds that, when God commands the impossible, “He does not make men transgressors,” this must be understood in the sense that our insufficiency and the incapability of our powers are indeed revealed in the Law, but this happens not by some fault of the Law but by our own fault, as the apostle states in Rom. 7:12–13: “So the Law is holy, and the commandment is holy and just and good. Did that which is good, then, become death to me? By no means. It was sin, working death in me through what is good, that sin might be shown to be sin and through the commandment might become sinful beyond measure.” Bellarmine should pay attention to the words that immediately follow the ones he quoted from Bernard:


God, by commanding the impossible, does not make men transgressors but humble, so that every mouth may be closed and the whole world may become subject before God, “because by the works of the Law no flesh will be justified before God” [Gal. 2:16]. Hearing the commandment and realizing our failure, we shall raise our voices to heaven, and God will have mercy on us. On that day we shall know that “He has saved us not by works of righteousness that we have done, but according to His mercy” [Titus 3:5].



(4) Yet Bellarmine knows that he has been too generous in this concession, and so he looks for another way out. He says:


“With all your heart” does not mean every action of the heart or every possible intent so that the command is that we do nothing in our heart except love God with all the power of our love, but only that we love God with a special love and place nothing ahead of Him nor make anything equal to Him in our love. Thus this commandment contains only that which must be done, and not the end for which we are to do it.



Based on this interpretation, he concludes that all mortal sins are opposed to this commandment but that other things are not opposed to it: an honorable love for friends—though this is not referred to God in actuality—all venial sins, all involuntary inclinations of concupiscence and even of otherwise very serious sins, such as unfaithfulness, blasphemy, etc. He then concludes that this commandment can be kept perfectly in this life. He repeats this fiction in De amiss. grat. et statu peccati (bk. 1, ch. 12).

** There he writes: “ ‘With all your heart’ indeed means completely and perfectly so that we place nothing ahead of loving God, but it does not mean always and with continuous action in this life, for that is not required here but is only indicating the perfection of the life which is to come.” **

This was taken from Thomas ([ST,] 2.2., q. 24, art. 8):


The perfection of love is understood either with respect to the one being loved—and thus no creature’s love is perfect since God is as lovable as He is good, and He is infinitely good—or with respect to the one doing the loving, when he loves as much as he can. This can occur in three ways: (a) When a man’s entire heart is devoted to God, which is the perfection of love in heaven. (b) When a man allots his affairs so as to have time for God and for spiritual matters while omitting other things, that is, inasmuch as necessity of the present life requires; this perfection is possible in this way (in this life). (c) When someone habitually lays his whole heart on God, namely, so that he thinks or wishes nothing that would be contrary to his love for God; this perfection is common to all who have charity.



We respond. Not only must we place nothing equal to or ahead of the love of God, but all things that should be loved must be loved on account of Him and in accordance with His will. Corrupt desires conflict with the love of God even when they do not have our consent or our delight because they are opposed to the commandment “You shall not covet.” Moreover, the sum of all the Commandments is love, and whenever corrupt inclinations arise in the heart, then one is not yet loving God with all his heart. Surely, one cannot deny that the Decalogue sets forth the form and norm of the love that a human being in a state of innocence would have shown to God. Surely this love would have been such that the purest flame of love would have glowed in all the might and power of the soul, nor would it ever have been extinguished for any length of time nor dimmed by the fires of corrupt desires. God still rightly demands from us this uprightness which in Adam was granted to all mankind.

The points which Bellarmine offers to confirm his interpretation can be explained simply:

(a) “Sometimes ‘the whole’ is used for ‘the greatest part.’ Therefore that is what is happening here.”

We respond. A conclusion must come from accurate details [ex puris particularibus]. He needed to prove that the significance of “the whole” by synecdoche8 has a place here. But the actual situation shows the contrary—God has endowed us not with a great part of our power but with all the power and might of the soul. Therefore we should love Him completely, not merely with a great part of our power but with all our entire might.

(b) “Some statements of Scripture show that this commandment is easy.” (c) “God promised to bring it about that He would be loved with the whole heart in the New Testament.” (d) “Many have fulfilled this commandment.” (e) “The fathers say that God does not demand the impossible from us.”

We respond. An explanation of all these points will follow in its own place [§§ 191–201]. Besides, we have discussed earlier in very great detail whether the first impulses of concupiscence apart from our consent are sins against God’s Law [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 36–79]. Our argument asserts this, but Bellarmine denies it bitterly (De statu peccati, bk. 5, ch. 10).

The confession of all the saints testifies to the contrary.

§ 184. (III) We take the third class of proofs from the confession of all the saints, who lamented that they were sinners before God and that they were far from perfectly fulfilling the Law. Exod. 34:7: “Before God no one is innocent.” 1 Kings 8:46: “There is no man who does not sin.” Job 9:2–3: “Truly, I know that no man will justify himself before God. If one wished to contend with Him, one could not answer Him once in a thousand times.” Hence the Vulgate version adds in v. 28: “I was fearful of all my works, for I knew that You spare not the transgressor.” Job 15:15–16: “Behold, among His saints not one is perfect, even the heavens are not clean in His sight; how much more one who is abominable and corrupt, a man who drinks iniquity like water?” Ps. 19:12: “But who can discern his errors? Cleanse me from secret faults.” Ps. 32:6: “All the saints must pray for the forgiveness of sins.” Ps. 130:3: “If You should mark iniquities, O Lord, who will stand?” Ps. 143:2: “Enter not into judgment with Your servant, for no one living will be justified before You.” Prov. 20:9: “Who can say, ‘My heart is clean; I am pure from my sin’?” Isa. 64:6: “All our righteous deeds are like a menstrual rag.” Dan. 9:5: “We have sinned and committed iniquity.” Verse 7: “To You, O Lord, belongs righteousness, but to us, confusion of face.” Verse 18: “We do not present our supplications before You on the ground of our righteousness, but on the ground of Your many mercies.” Rom. 7:14: “I am carnal, sold under sin.” Verse 18: “I know that nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my flesh. Willing is with me, but perfecting what is good, that I do not find.” Verse 23: “I see in my members another law at war with the law of my mind and making me captive to the law of sin which dwells in my members.” 1 Cor. 4:4: “I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby justified.” 1 John 1:8: “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.” James 3:2: “We all stumble in many ways.”

From this arises a varied crop of arguments. Where there is sin, there is lawlessness. Where there is lawlessness, there is no perfect conformity with the Law, for breaking the Law and perfect fulfillment of it conflict with each other. James 2:10: “Whoever fails in one point is guilty of all of it.”

Whoever is of the flesh has not yet fulfilled the Law perfectly, which is spiritual. The regenerate are still partly of the flesh. The striving of flesh and spirit remains in them (Gal. 5:7). Therefore they do not fulfill the Law perfectly.

Whoever is afraid to depend on his own righteousness before God’s judgment has not yet fulfilled the Law, for why would one hesitate to rely on his own righteousness if he has fulfilled the Law perfectly? “He who has done them shall live in them” [Gal. 3:12]. Yet the saints are afraid to depend on their own righteousness before God’s judgment. Therefore they do not fulfill the Law.

If the regenerate themselves admit that they do not satisfy God’s Law, how much less do the unregenerate satisfy it? Because they lack faith, they cannot please God, and their works can only be sin (Heb. 11:6; Rom. 14:[23]).

** Regarding the passage in 1 Kings 8[:46], “There is no one who does not sin,” Schmaltzius raises an objection (Contra disp. 12. Frantzii de causis peccatorum): “Solomon is speaking about those who fall because of weakness and ignorance, but they are not captive to the law of sin, and also of those who have sinned before, but they can cease from sin and then serve God perfectly.” We respond. The context shows that Solomon is speaking about sins that are very serious, because of which God became angry and cast out His own children of Israel into a distant land belonging to their enemies and there afflicted them greatly until they were moved by their chastisement to return to Him by true repentance. **

Bellarmine’s objections.

Bellarmine raises various objections in different places.

(1) In De monachis (bk. 2, ch. 13) he says: “In Romans 7, Paul is speaking about involuntary impulses of concupiscence, and these are not sins.”

We respond. We showed the contrary in its own place [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 37–42, 73–74].

(2): “Job feared for his works because he was afraid that he would mix some imperfection with them; but they fear properly who see that they can avoid the evil that they fear.”

We respond. If the whole imperfection that clings to the works of the regenerate can be avoided, then why does every saint pray for the forgiveness of sins? Why does Scripture universally declare that there is no one who does not sin? It is not simply and absolutely true that the only thing to fear is what can be avoided, for we are alarmed by a greater fear when we see evils threatening that we cannot avoid. Job despaired of his own merits and took refuge in the mercy of God and in his Savior, as have all the saints. The Gloss. ord. (on Job 9) says: “There are two things to fear in good works: idleness and deceit. Too small a love for God causes idleness, and a love for one’s own self causes deceit.” Gregory (commentary on that passage):


The righteous fear for everything in consideration of the Judge before whom they will stand. They count the evils of their own works but extol the gifts of God’s grace. They consider their corrupt works as severely as He judges them. They consider their good works as lightly as He values them. And they know without a doubt that they will perish if gentleness is removed when they are judged. Even seeming to live justly is sin if, when He judges our life, He does not pardon it before Himself with His divine mercy.



Anselm (commentary on 1 Corinthians 4): “Our life is evaluated according to His scrutiny, under whom even our virtues tremble in fear.”

(3) Bellarmine objects: “Isaiah is speaking in the persona of the most serious sinners. If they did any good works, they would befoul them at least morally by the admixture of their many iniquities.”

We respond. On the contrary, Isaiah is asking for the forgiveness of his sins in the way all the saints do. He does not hypocritically exclude himself from his public confession of all the people (Isa. 6:5): “Woe to me, for I am lost! For I am a man of unclean lips, and I dwell in the midst of a people of unclean lips.” Although his iniquity and uncleanness were removed from him (v. 7), nevertheless he does not remove himself from the assembly of sinners when he says: “We have become like one who is unclean. All our righteousnesses are as a menstrual rag” (Isa. 64:6). Both the prior and subsequent contexts of this passage show this. Everyone who is grieved by a sense of public disaster also acknowledges his sins, deplores them, and asks for their forgiveness. And yet the prophets and the rest of the godly among the people of Israel are grieved by a sense of public disaster. Therefore they acknowledge their sins, deplore them, and ask for their forgiveness. Futhermore, the prophet clearly is speaking about righteous acts which, he complains, have been contaminated by sin. So who possibly could attribute righteous acts to serious sinners? Even if they were to do some external works that are morally good, they would still not be good in the sight of God, nor would they be worthy to be called “righteousness.” Bernard (Serm. 5 de verbis Esaiae, col. 250): “Our humble righteousness, if there is any, is perhaps upright, but not pure. Or do we think that we are better than our fathers, who used to say both truthfully and humbly: ‘All our righteousnesses are like a woman’s menstrual rag’? For how is righteousness pure when it still cannot be free of fault? Yet the righteousness of men can appear to be upright if it does not consent to sin, so that sin does not rule in their mortal body.” Gerson (De consol. theol., bk. 4, pros. 1): “Isaiah implicated himself with the rest and accuses himself in humble confession. The reason for this, we read, is: ‘All our righteousnesses are as menstrual rags.’ Who, then, will boast to show his righteousness to God any more than a woman would show the rag of her menstrual flow to her husband?” Adrian of Utrecht (In 4. Sentent., cited by Cassander in Consult.): “Our merits are like a walking stick made of reeds. It breaks as soon as one leans against it and pierces his hand. All our righteous deeds are as menstrual rags, for we continually stain the cloth of our life, which we weave by our righteous works, with the unclean blood of our various iniquities. So what confidence can we have based on these in the sight of God, who loves no one unless he has been converted with all his heart?”

(4) Bellarmine explains in this way the statement of the psalmist that no one living can be justified before God: “There is no one who does not have venial sins. But these do not hinder a person from being just and doing many good works. But in comparison with the initial righteousness of God, no one is righteous.”

We respond. David in prayer is averting the judgment of God, reasoning that no one can be justified before Him. Therefore he confesses that his righteousness cannot stand against God’s judgment nor endure His rigorous examination. To be sure, venial sins do not hinder or remove the righteousness of faith, since the regenerate confess and deplore them. They are not imputed to those who believe in Christ and crucify their flesh. Yet the righteousness that is proper to us, both habitual and actual, is hindered by these [venial sins] so that we cannot rely on it in the face of God’s judgment. If David could have fulfilled the Law of God completely, then why was he afraid to hold up his righteousness to the examination of divine judgment? Both comparatively and absolutely David removes every righteousness of works before the judgment of God, both from himself and from others, just as he testifies in Ps. 32:1 that all the saints need the forgiveness of sins. Augustine (commentary on Psalm 142, vol. 8):


“In Your truth hear me. Hearken unto me in Your righteousness” [Ps. 143:1], not in mine, that I may be found in Him not having a righteousness of my own, which is of the Law, but that which is of faith [Phil 3:9]. For when I look at myself, I find nothing except sin. Who wants to enter into judgment with God except those who are ignorant of God and wish to establish their own righteousness? He (David) is right to be humble in the Body of Christ, to learn from the Head, for He is gentle and humble of heart [Matt. 11:29]. Thus he says, “Enter not into judgment with Your servant” [Ps. 143:2]. Let us not go into court. I wish no trial with You so that I may promote my own righteousness while You convict my iniquity. Why? Why are you afraid? “Because no one living will be justified in Your sight” [Ps. 143:2]. And here I am, surely living, living in the flesh, a man who is going to die, born and living, living of men, an Adam living from Adam. Every living man, then, can justify himself before himself but not before You. How before himself? He pleases himself; he displeases You. Before You no one living will be justified. Therefore “do not enter into judgment with me, O Lord my God.” However right I may appear to myself, You produce Your rule from Your treasury. You measure me against it, and I am found to be corrupt, etc.



Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 14) responds to the statement of James, “We all stumble in many ways” [James 3:2], and to that of John, “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves” [1 John 1:8]: “These should be understood as referring to venial sins, which are not sins simply but imperfectly and in a certain respect. They are not contrary to the Law but outside the Law.”

We respond. This is a useless distinction, and we struck it down completely in our treatise On Actual Sins [Commonplace XIII, §§ 90–101]. Every sin, regardless of its size or character, is lawlessness, an aberration from the Law, a transgression of the Law. Hence it is not only outside the Law but also contrary to it. Bellarmine first dealt with Durandus, Cajetan, Vega (Conc., bk. 11, ch. 20), Azorius (Instit., bk. 4, ch. 8), and Vasquez (In Thom., disp. 143, ch. 4, no. 8)—all of whom concede this.

In De amissione gratiae et statu peccati (bk. 1, ch. 12) he engages James’s statement:


[James] uses the word “offend” far differently when he says in ch. 2[:10], “Whoever offends in one point is guilty of all its points”; and when he says later (ch. 3[:2]), “We offend in many ways.” In the former he is speaking about a criminal offense; in the latter, about venial offense. In the former he lists serious sins which properly and completely are against the Law, but in the latter case he adds: “Whoever does not offend in word is a perfect man.” There he says that he is speaking about the kind of offense that is opposed to perfection, not one that is opposed to necessary integrity.



We respond. Both statements of James are universal: “We all stumble in many ways” and “Whoever offends in one point is guilty on all points.” It is clearly Pharisaic to say that the Commandments are insignificant and that, by trangressing them, one does not sin against the Law. Christ shows this in Matt. 5:19. The same one who said “You shall not commit adultery” also said “You shall not covet.” Therefore not only he who commits adultery but also he who covets acts against the Law and becomes guilty of sin in God’s sight. Bellarmine (in the previous ch. 11) judges that it is absurd to claim that as soon as a just man commits one venial sin he is truly and completely a transgressor of the Law and is thereby guilty of breaking all of God’s Commandments. This would not have happened to man if he would recognize a righteousness other than that which is of the Law, namely, that which is of faith, if he would remove the veil and look upon the shining face of Moses. But we shall say more about this in its own place [On Good Works (Commonplace XX), §§ 39–40, 65, cf. §§ 134–43].

Fourth, Scripture says that we are not justified through the Law.

§ 185. (IV) We find the fourth group of arguments from the statements of Scripture which testify that people cannot be justified in the sight of God and be saved through and from the Law. Whoever can render perfect and complete obedience to the Law can also be saved and justified through the Law. But no man can be justified and saved through the Law. Therefore no person is able to render perfect and complete obedience to the Law. The major premise is of unshakable truth. Lev. 18:5: “You shall keep My laws, and by doing them a man shall live.” Ezek. 20:11: “I gave them My statutes and showed them My ordinances, by whose observance a man shall live.” Luke 10:28: “Do this, and you will live.” Rom. 7:10: “The commandment was unto life.” Gal. 3:12: “He who does them shall live by them.” The minor premise is just as certain. Gal. 3:11: “It is evident (δῆλoν) that no man is justified before God by the Law.” Rom. 3:20: “By the works of the Law no flesh will be justified before God.” If we could be justified before God by the Law, the works of the Law would not be excluded from the act of justification, and yet they are clearly excluded. Rom. 3:28: “We hold that a man is justified through faith apart from works.” Gal. 3:[10]: “All who rely on the works of the Law are under a curse.” We shall say more about this in the article On Justification [Commonplace XIX], where with the same effort we shall strike down Bellarmine’s objections which rely on a distinction between the works of the ceremonial law and those of the moral Law, between the works of free choice and those of grace, between the works which precede faith and those which follow it, between first and second justification.

** The Photinians distinguish between “works of the Mosaic moral Law and the works of the Law that Christ performed more completely in the New Testament.” Yet this hypothesis is false. **

Here we must examine what Bellarmine writes (De justific., 4): “In Gal. 3:[10–]11 the apostle does not mean that they are cursed who seek to be justified by fulfilling the Law, only those who believe that they can be justified and fulfill the Law by their own powers without faith and grace.”

We respond. The false apostles against whom St. Paul is arguing in this passage were not excluding faith from justification but were combining works of the Law with it, as is clear from Acts 15:5: “Some from the party of the Pharisees who believed (πεπιστευκότες) stood up.” If they were not among those who had devoted themselves to Christ, they surely would not have been such a bother and nuisance to the apostle with their false doctrine. Against such men the apostle demonstrates that justification is by faith and not by the works of the Law. He used, among others, this argument taken from the curse of the Law: The Law of God declares each and every man cursed who does not abide in all the things which are written in the book of the Law to do them. But now, there is no one who abides in all things which are written in the book of the Law to do them. Therefore all men are under the curse of the Law. Suppose with Bellarmine that the apostle’s argument is limited only to fulfilling the Law by our own strength apart from faith and grace. [The apostle’s argument] will then be irrelevant to the aim the false apostles had set for themselves; it will be irrelevant to the Galatians’ thinking, who had not yet cast away their faith in Christ nor had they decided to do so.

Fifth, the Son of God came into the world for this purpose: to fulfill the Law in our place.

§ 186. (V) We find the fifth class of arguments from those passages of Scripture which testify that the Son of God was sent into the world for the purpose of giving perfect obedience to the Law in our stead, so that this might be imputed to us through faith, and so that by it we might stand in the presence of God. If man could satisfy the Law perfectly, there would be no need for Christ’s merit. But the latter is absurd. Therefore so, too, is the former. The truth of the logical sequence depends on the apostle’s declaration (Gal. 2:21): “If justification were through the Law, then Christ died for no reason (δωρεάν).” If we could fulfill the Law perfectly and be justified through it, then what need was there for Christ to experience so many hardships, troubles, and sufferings?

Here belong all the statements of Scripture which speak about the purpose of the Lord’s incarnation, the fruit of His suffering, as well as about the formal cause9 of our justification, which will have its own place later [On Justification through Faith (Commonplace XIX), §§ 195–250]. Here we shall evaluate the following. Acts 13:38–39: “Through Christ forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you, and [justification] from everything from which you could not be justified by the Law of Moses.” Rom. 8:3–4: “For God has done what the Law, weakened by the flesh, could not do: sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh; concerning sin He condemned sin in the flesh, in order that the justification (δικαίωμα) of the Law might be fulfilled in us.” Matt. 5:17: “I have come not to abolish the Law but to fulfill it.”

They object that Christ earned for us the grace of God and the Holy Spirit so that we might be able to fulfill the Law. We respond. Of course Christ grants us not only His righteousness but also the Holy Spirit, who writes God’s Law in our hearts, who makes us zealous for good works, who turns our hearts to show spontaneous obedience, etc. However, that obedience is still not in every respect perfect and absolute in this life since “we have only the firstfruits of the Spirit” (Rom. 8:23). The wrestlings of the flesh and the Spirit remain (Gal. 5:17). Our renewal grows “day by day” (2 Cor. 4:16). We need the forgiveness of sins daily (Matt. 6:12). Therefore, whatever the character of this inchoate obedience of the reborn may be, it is not the kind of perfect fulfillment by which people can stand before God’s judgment and merit eternal life. Rather, for justification they need God’s grace and Christ’s merit not only in the first reconciliation but also throughout the whole course of their life.

The objection of Bellarmine.

Bellarmine raises the objection (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 14): “Christ is always our Mediator, however much we ourselves may fulfill the Law, both because He always supports us with the strength and grace to do good works and because He cleanses our sins, albeit insignificant and daily, and, having converted us, again accepts us into His grace.”

We respond. Those sins of ours by which we daily transgress the Law of God are not of themselves and by their nature insignificant, seeing as Christ Himself calls them debts (ὀφειλήματα) (Matt. 6:12). Remove the umbrella of grace and they make us guilty of eternal damnation. Thus we are in daily need of the priestly intercession of Christ at the right hand of the Father, which depends on the worth of the merit that Christ has provided. Rom. 5:[1–]2: Not only “having been justified by faith do we have peace with God through Christ,” but also “through the same we have access by faith to that grace in which we stand.” Eph. 3:12: “In Christ we have boldness and access in confidence through faith in Him.” Heb. 4:15–16: “We have a high priest who in every respect has been tempted as we are, yet without sin. Therefore let us draw near to the throne of grace, that we may obtain mercy and find grace for help in time of need.” 1 John 2:1–2: “But if anyone does sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous. He Himself is the propitiation of our sins.” Therefore, even though Christ’s benefit is great, one must still accurately distinguish it from the second benefit of regeneration, the daily renewal of us through the Holy Spirit; and the glory of justification must not be ascribed to our inchoate obedience. You see, even though it stems from the new powers granted to us by Christ, our Mediator, through the Holy Spirit, nevertheless because it is weakened by the flesh and cannot attain the perfection the Law demands, it cannot be passed off as a perfect fulfillment of the Law nor as perfect righteousness that can stand before God.

Bellarmine writes that our position “makes Christ a lazy mediator, as if He by His magnificent obedience were unable to make the justification of the Law be fulfilled in us.” There is a simple explanation to this. The justification (τὸ δικαίωμα) of the Law is completely fulfilled in us by the benefit of Christ, our Mediator. Whoever would deny this would be loudly contradicting the apostle who asserts this in Rom. 8:4. Yet it is fulfilled not by inherence [inhaesione] but by imputation; not by works, but by faith. It is fulfilled in this life inchoately; in the life to come, consummately.

Bellarmine should be careful that people of his persuasion do not make Christ a lazy mediator. They think that the sin which still clings to the flesh of the regenerate is not sin of the proper category. They think that daily weaknesses are sins which of themselves and by their nature are insignificant. They think that there are a great many remedies against those sins in addition to Christ’s merit, such as, for instance, the sprinkling of holy water; episcopal, sacerdotal and monastic blessings; the beating of the breast; the silent and mindless repetition of the prayers of the hours; etc.

Sixth, the experience of the reborn is opposed to the perfect fulfillment of the Law.

§ 187. (VI) We find the sixth class of arguments in the experience that belongs to the regenerate. Who feels that he is fervent enough in his love for God? Who does not feel that at times he has become lax in fearing God? Who endures his afflictions with the kind of great patience that God’s Law demands? Who is always attentive and assiduous in his prayers? Who does not ever doubt that his prayers are heard? Who beholds the good fortune of the ungodly without ever turning back his eyes10 or silently grumbling in his heart? Who fulfills all aspects of his office every day? Who always loves his neighbor not only in words but also in thought and in deed; not in pretense, but in truth; not for a while, but constantly; not on the surface, but deeply; not only one who does him good but also one who persecutes him? Who is not sometimes titillated by corrupt desires? Yet all these things are not outside of the Law but contrary to it. They are not middle things but are truly and by their nature sins. They are not the effects of instituted nature but the defects of destituted nature and the fruits of our flesh.

** Rom. 3:10, 12: “No one is righteous. There is no one who does good.” Therefore no one fulfills the Law perfectly. Pererius objects (on Romans 3, disp. 6): “These statements should not be applied simply to every kind of people but to all men of a wicked and ungodly people, among whom it truly may be said that there is no one righteous and no one who does good.” But this runs contrary to the apostle’s aim to prove that all men are guilty of sin. Rom. 3:9: “We have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under sin.” Again: “That the whole world might be accountable to God” [Rom. 3:19]. Furthermore, the aim of Psalm 14 also conflicts with his objection. From that psalm we see that all men standing before the judgment of God are accused of being guilty of sin—not some people, but each and every one of them. Therefore the Holy Spirit expresses that usefulness in three ways [Ps. 14:3; cf. Rom. 3:10–12]: (1) Through the expressed affirmative “all,” which is denoted by the Hebrew demonstrative [image: ] which marks, as if with a finger, that this is talking about those whom the apostle has been discussing in the previous verses, that is, the children of men, born of a father and mother. (2) Through the combining particle [image: ] (“all together” or “all alike”) so that no one is excepted. (3) Through the negation that excludes no one at all, “not even one.” All Scripture, both prophetic and apostolic, agrees with this. “There is no one who does not sin” (2 Chron. 6:36; 1 Kings 8:46). “With God the innocent man is not innocent” (Exod. 34:7 [Vg]). “There is not a righteous man who does good and does not sin” (Eccl. 7:20). “A righteous man falls seven times” (Prov. 24:16). “No one can say, ‘My heart is pure’ ” (Prov. 20:9). Thus Chyrsostom (on Psalm 14) concludes from these words that even blessed Mary was subject to original sin. **

Seventh, allegories teach this very thing.

§ 188. (VII) Allegories can be cited here to show that the yoke of God’s Law cannot be carried on our shoulders. Although allegories do not provide firm and conclusive arguments, they greatly embellish and delight, provided that the firm and immovable foundations have been laid on the basis of the literal meaning of Scripture.11 Thus the heavy hands of Moses (Exod. 17:12) signify that the Law is a “burdensome yoke” (Isa. 9:4). The radiant face of Moses (Exod. 34:29) shows that we cannot gaze intently upon it and bear the splendor of the Law (2 Cor. [3]:13). The heavy and difficult tongue of Moses (Exod. 4:10) convicts us for being unable to obey its precepts fully. The stone tablets of the Law (Exod. 24:12) crush our heart; they do not heal it.

** In Num. 19[:1–10] the priest who had kindled the wood and the other one who had gathered the ashes from the scarlet heifer were unclean until evening. So also in this life, until its evening, we are unclean in all our works. **

Just as Joshua, not Moses, led the children of Israel into the Promised Land, so the heavenly Joshua, Christ, through the teaching of the Gospel, and not Moses through the Law, leads us to eternal life. Luther (Praefat. in libros V. T., Jena Latin, vol. 3, p. 67):


The Law has three kinds of disciples. The first are those who hear the Law but hold it in contempt and lead a shameful life without any fear. The Law does not reach to these. The worshipers of the calf in Exodus were figures of these, for Moses did not bring the Law to them but, enraged, smashed the tablets of the Law. The second are those who try to keep the Law by their own powers without God’s grace. They are prefigured by those who could not bear the glory on Moses’ face when he brought the laws again. The Law does indeed reach to them, but since they cannot bear it, they cover it with a veil and lead a hypocritical life by pretense of the external works of the Law. However, the Law condemns their works as sin once the veil has been removed. Indeed, it convicts us and shows that our powers are nothing but that only Christ’s grace is needful for us. The third now are those who are able to fix their eyes on Moses’ face without a veil. That is, they know the Law truly and see how impossible it is to keep it by human powers. At this point the power of sin and the influence of death show themselves. They are the giant Goliath’s spear, the tip of which weighed six hundred shekels of iron [1 Sam. 17:7]. So all the Israelites flee from it except for one: David, that is, Christ our Lord, who has freed us from all those monsters. For unless Christ overshadows the glory of Moses’ face with His own greater glory, no one could endure the brilliance of the Law, that is, the terrors of sin and death. Therefore [this third kind] cast away all works and every presumption about their powers and know no other use for the Law except through it to recognize their sins and to desire Christ desperately, etc.12



In words shortly before this, Luther relates how, though the three apostles did see Moses and Elijah on Mount Tabor, they were not afraid of them because there was glory on Christ’s face that removed all fear from their hearts.13 Chemnitz (Harm., ch. 51, f. 228) composes this allegory: “In the Old Testament the publication of the Law was so terrifying that the people could not climb up onto the mountain but instead were crying out: ‘We cannot bear to hear that voice’ [Exod. 20:19]. Yet when Christ the Mediator explains the Law, adding His fulfillment—or when the Gospel uses the ministry of the Law adding its forbearance [ἐπιείκεια] to it—then the crowds do climb up onto the mountain where Christ is explaining the Law and marvel at the efficacy of His teaching (Matt. 7:28).”

Also pertinent here is Christ’s parable in Luke 10, where the whole human race is depicted by the man traveling from Jerusalem down to Jericho who, falling among thieves, was robbed and despoiled of all his belongings and was also seriously wounded, etc. The priest and the Levite pass by, giving no help to the poor man. In this the Law of God is signified, of which they were ministers. The Law indeed sees the misfortune and wretchedness of man—namely, sin and death—but it neither helps nor relieves people. In Matthew 18 a certain servant is brought into the presence of his lord. The servant owes him ten thousand talents. The servant does not deny his debt, but neither can he pay it. Therefore he deserves to be given eternal imprisonment. All people owe God the sum of debt like this; they have transgressed all the commandments of the Decalogue in many ways; they cannot pay this debt by their own power, and therefore they are accused and condemned by the Law. The parables of the lost coin and of the lost sheep in Luke 15 also pertain to the same thing.

The statements of the ancients.

§ 189. All the ancients give their assent to this position as often as they assert that the concupiscence which still clings to the flesh of the regenerate is sin, and as often as they say that we cannot stand in God’s presence by our own righteousness. Here belong especially the statements in which they clearly say that the Law cannot be fulfilled in this life. Justin Martyr (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 252): “The whole human race will be revealed to be liable to the curse according to the Law of Moses. For anyone who does not abide by all the things written in the book of the Law to do them is called ‘cursed’ [Deut. 27:26]. Clearly no one has done them all exactly.” Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 20, p. 211): “When the Law, which was given by Moses, came, it did indeed take death’s kingdom away, exposing him as a thief and not a king, and showing that he is a murderer. However, it burdened man who has sin in himself, showing that he is guilty of death. For since the Law is spiritual, it only revealed sin but did not destroy it.” Origen (on Romans 3): “Who will boast rightly about his chastity when he reads it written that ‘if anyone looks at a woman to desire her, he has already committed adultery with her in his heart’ [Matt. 5:28]? Who will glory in his righteousness when he hears the prophet say that ‘all our righteousnesses are as menstrual rags’ [Isa. 64:6]? Therefore our boasting is solely in our faith in the cross of Christ, which excludes all boasting that comes from works of the Law.” Cyprian (Expos. orat. Dom.): “Lest anyone delight in himself as an innocent man and perish more by extolling himself, he is instructed and taught that he sins daily, and he is commanded to pray for his sins daily.” Macarius (Homily 38) shows that “those who by God’s grace are illumined, directed, and made peaceful and good people still in truth consider them selves to be greater sinners than all men.”

** Origen (on Numbers, homily 10, not far from the beginning):


It is worth asking how some are called holy and yet there is a written account of their sins. You see, contrary to how some think, it is not the case that as soon as one becomes holy he can no longer sin and must always be thought to be without sin. If saints do not sin, then it would not have been written: “You will bear the sins of the saints” [Num. 18:1]. If a saint could be without sin, the Lord would not, through the prophet Ezekiel, tell the angels whom He was sending to punish sinners: “Begin with My saints” (Ezek. 9:6). If the saints are without sin, why do these very same fall victim to the punishments of sins first? If the saints could be without sin, then Scripture would never say that “the man who is just in the beginning of his speech is his own accuser” (Prov. 18:17).



Lactantius (bk. 6, ch. 11): “No one can be without sin so long as he is burdened with the garb of the flesh, whose weakness is subject to the dominion of sin in three ways: in deeds, words, and thoughts.” Augustine (Letter 89):


Everyone needs the Lord’s Prayer, which the Lord gave even to the very rams of His flock, that is, to His apostles. Everyone should say to the Lord: “Forgive us our trespasses as we forgive those who trespass against us” [Matt. 6:12; Luke 11:4]. Anyone for whom these words in the prayer are unnecessary must be declared to live in this world without sin. But if the Lord would have foreseen that anyone would be better than even His apostles, then He would have taught them a different prayer in which they would not ask for the forgiveness of their sins since they all had already been removed from them in Baptism.



Bernard (on Song of Songs, sermon 75, f. 789): “Even the saints have need to pray for their sins so as to be saved by mercy, not trusting in a righteousness of their own.” **

Ambrose (on Romans 2): “They are not righteous who hear the Law but who believe in the Christ whom the Law promised. This is what it means ‘to do the Law.’ Everyone who does not do the Law does not trust in the Law inasmuch as he does not accept the One to whom the Law bears witness. All salvation is in the Law about Christ. Therefore he keeps the Law who believes in Christ. If he does not believe, he is a transgressor of the Law because he does not accept Christ, whom the Law foretold would come for justification, something the Law could not do.” On Romans 4: “How do the Jews think they are justified through the works of the Law by the justification of Abraham, when they see that Abraham was justified not by the works of the Law but by faith alone?” On Galatians 3: “‘Cursed is everyone who does not continue in everything.’ This is written in Deuteronomy [27:26], because if anyone had omitted anything of the Law, he was considered cursed. Moreover, the Commandments are so great that it is impossible to keep them, which is why Peter says in the Acts of the Apostles [15:10]: ‘Why do you impose a yoke upon your brothers which neither our fathers nor we have been able to carry?’”

** Isidore of Pelusium (bk. 1, Letter 100, p. 26): “Tell this to the disciple of arrogant Novatian. Why do you boast so stubbornly as if you are pure? Why do you pretend that you are without sin? Why do you deny your association with nature? Isaiah declared that he was unclean [6:5; 64:6]. David acknowledges that every man is a liar and that all have been conceived and born in sin [Ps. 116:11; 51:5]. Even God Himself says that men are amazingly inclined to zealous wickedness and are in need solely of the balm of mercy. Do you still boast arrogantly of your prideful purity?” Ambrose (on Galatians 3): “Because no one could fulfill the Law, all were guilty of the curse of the Law, so that it would take vengeance against them. But Christ was born a man, was offered for us, and redeemed us from the devil.” **

Jerome (on Galatians 2): “Because no one is justified before God by the Law,” (etc.), “and because no one keeps the Law, it is said that believers must be justified by faith alone.” Again (on Gal. 5[:4], “You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the Law”): “If you place your hope in the Law and believe that you can be justified by it, then you think that Christ’s grace is weak. What you have already obtained freely you are trying to gain by your own efforts as if you did not already have it.”

** Jerome (on Matthew 11): “There are many commands in the Law which the apostle clearly teaches cannot be fulfilled.” Again (commentary on Galatians 2): “It is worth assembling here the great many things that have been commanded in the Law which no one can fulfill.” Contra Jovin. (bk. 1, f. 13): “After the flood, the Law was given which no one could fufill.” **

Augustine (Retract., 1, ch. 19): “All the Commandments of God are considered done when whatever is not done is pardoned.” Bellarmine cites this one passage from the fathers in support of our position, and he responds to it as follows (De justif., 4, ch. 14): “Augustine is speaking about the highest perfection of fulfilling the Law, which we shall not reach in this life.” We, too, are claiming the same thing. We do not deny the inchoate fulfillment of the Law, but we do deny that it is completed in the highest degree of perfection, because we need the forgiveness of sins. Bellarmine objects: “Through penitence we gain pardon for transgression, and in this way the Commandments are considered fulfilled.” Yet the forgiveness of sins comes not through the works of the Law and through our satisfactions but from faith in Christ, from the Gospel, etc. (as we shall show in greater detail in its own place [cf. On Repentance (Commonplace XVIII), §§ 39, 85–93]). Augustine again (Letter 29 ad Hieron.): “Charity is that virtue by which we love that which we should love. It is greater in some than in others, and in still others it is nonexistent. The fullest charity that can no longer be increased is in no one so long as he lives here. Moreover, so long as it can be increased, it is surely something less than it should be, which comes from vice. Because of this vice, ‘no one living will be justified in Your sight’ [Ps. 143:2]. Because of this vice, ‘if we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’ [1 John 1:8].” [Augustine] (De actis cum Felice Man., bk. 2, ch. 11): “For the Law was given to arrogant men who attribute everything to their own powers so that, because they could not fulfill the Law given them, they might be found to be transgressors, and so that having become guilty under the Law they might seek mercy from God, their Creator.”

** [Augustine] again (on Exodus, q. 105): “Because no one who is doing it fulfills the Law in every detail, propitiation is from above. We need God to be favorable to us, and therefore it is established from above because His mercy surpasses His judgment.” **

[Augustine] (De spiritu et lit., ch. 5): “That commandment” (about loving God above all things) “can be done before men but not before God, who looks at the heart itself and its innermost wish.” Sermon 49 de tempore: “Therefore it says the fufifllment of the Law is ‘You shall not covet.’ What living man can do this? The psalm that was just sung helps us: ‘Hear me, O Lord, in Your righteousness’ [cf. Ps. 143:1]—that is, not in mine.”

Sedulius (on Romans 7): “The Law is spiritual because it commands spiritual things. It orders the difficult works of the Spirit; it forbids sin and, therefore, cannot be fulfilled.” On Romans 10: “He who believes in Christ has the perfection of the Law. After all, because no one was justified by the Law because no one had fulfilled the Law except the one who hoped in the promise of the Christ, faith was given to believe instead of the perfection of the Law, so that faith would make satisfaction for the Law in everything that was omitted.”

Charlemagne (De imagin., bk. 1, ch. 15): “God imposes on man the yoke of the Law, but man cannot carry it.” (See also the preceding ch. 14.)

Chrysostom (on Gal. 3[:11], “The righteous from faith shall live”): “This shows not only that justification is from faith but also that salvation cannot come through the Law.” He says: “After no one kept the Law, but all became liable to its curse because of their transgressions, an easier way was devised through faith. This thing is the greatest proof that no one can gain righteousness from the Law, for the prophet did not say ‘The righteous shall live from the Law,’ but ‘from faith.’ The Law is not of faith.”

** [Chrysostom] again (on Galatians 2): “The Law commands the doing of all things that are written in it, and it punishes whoever does not do them. Thus we all are dead to it because no one has fulfilled it.” **

Primasius (on Gal. 3[:19], “Why, then, the Law,” etc.): “‘Because of transgression,’ it says, not ‘because of justification.’ Hearing this, let them hold their tongues who madly think that the Law has brought anyone into the kingdom of heaven.”

Theophylactus (on Gal. 3[:11], that “no one is justified by the Law,” etc.): “Having shown that the Law makes people cursed and that faith blesses, he goes on to show that faith alone justifies.” And later: “Before men the righteous might be able to seem occupied with the Law, as the Pharisees justified themselves before men. Therefore because the Law did not justify because of the difficulty of its works but rather kept people subject to its curse, grace came and showed an easier way, namely, faith, through which we have been justified and blessed.”

Nilus (Gnom.): “The more you advance in the Law, the more you realize your lack of perfection.”

Bernard (Sermon 2 in vig. nativ., col. 37): “Therefore He has commanded His Commandments to be kept beyond measure so that we, seeing how our imperfection falls short and cannot fulfill what is owed, may flee for refuge to His mercy and say, ‘Your mercy is better than life’ [Ps. 63:3].” On Song of Songs (Sermon 50, col. 642): “The love the Law demands cannot nor ever could be fulfilled in this life by anyone. Who would dare to claim for himself what Paul himself admits he did not achieve? The Lawgiver was not unaware that the weight of the commandment surpassed man’s powers,” etc. On Song of Songs (Sermon 73): “If He keeps record of our iniquities, who even of the elect will stand [cf. Ps. 130:3]? Therefore even the saints have need to pray for their sins that they may be saved by mercy, not trusting in a righteousness of their own. For all have sinned and need the mercy of God.”

** [Bernard] again (on Song of Songs, sermon 50):


There is love in action and also love in affection. I think the Law was given to men and the commandment fashioned in regard to the former, which has to do with work. For when it comes to affection, who behaves as commanded? Therefore the former is commanded for merit, but the latter is given as a reward. Its beginning and progress can be experienced by divine grace even in this present life—this we do not deny. However, we reserve its full consummation for our future happiness. Why, then, would He command that which could by no means be fulfilled? But if you would rather think that the commandment about the love of affection has been given to you, then I do not argue, provided that you also concede to me that no human in this life is or will be able to fulfill it. **



Radulphus (on Leviticus, bk. 20, ch. 1): “What man does all the things the Lord has commanded? We do not have such blessedness or such merit that we obey them all. Surely there is no man on earth who does good and does not sin, nor will anyone living be justified in His sight [cf. Ps. 143:2].”

Lombard himself says (Sent., bk. 3, dist. 27, letter E): “The measure of God’s love is implied when it says ‘with all your heart,’ that is, with all your intellect; ‘with all your soul,’ that is, with all your will; ‘with all your mind,’ that is, with your memory so that you give all your thoughts, all your intelligence, and all your life to Him from whom you have the very things you give Him. In saying this He leaves out no part of our life for it to be unoccupied, but whatever comes to the mind should be seized in the direction the impetus of love runs.” Letter F: “Moreover, this commandment is not completely fulfilled by man in this mortal life—but partly, not wholly. For we love partly, just as we know partly; but, in time to come, it will be fulfilled wholly.” Letter G: “But why does He demand this perfection of man when no one has it in this life? Because he does not run straight who does not know whither he should run,” etc.

See, now you know why God commands what cannot be completely fulfilled here.

The Papists’ position regarding the perfect fulfillment of the Law.

§ 190. The Papists follow the authority of the Council of Trent and claim that people, especially the reborn, can fulfill the Law of God completely in this life. The Council of Trent has the following (sess. 6, can. 19): “If anyone says that the Commandments of God are impossible to keep, even for one who is justified and established under grace, let him be anathema.” Bellarmine (De monach., bk. 2, ch. 13): “If man could not fulfill the Law, it would follow that man never sins, for he does not sin who does not do what he cannot do, and God would be much more unjust and far more cruel than any tyrant, demanding a tribute which no one could pay, and that from His friends.” Ibid.: “The consensus of the fathers is that God has not demanded of us the impossible.” De justif. (bk. 4, ch. 10): “All” (Roman) “Catholics confess that God’s Law is absolutely possible for the just, not indeed solely through the powers of free choice, as heretics falsely accuse us of saying, but by the help of the grace of God and by the Spirit of faith and love infused in us in justification itself.” Chapter 13: “Man can do more than God has commanded. Therefore he can all the more fulfill the commandment of God.” De Rom. pontific. (bk. 3, ch. 23, antith. 6): “We are not afraid to assert that a man, justified by the grace of God, can by the aid of the same grace both fulfill the Law and by that fulfillment merit eternal life.” Cornelius Jansenius, an otherwise moderate and learned writer (Concord. evang., ch. 81), calls our position about the impossibility of fulfilling the Law a “blasphemous doctrine and an impious blasphemy against God.”

** Petrus a Soto (Method. confess., [published at] Dillingen in 1564, p. 77): “So pleasant, so sweet are the divine Commandments, especially to one who has love and to human nature, as if kith and kin, that it is much more difficult to transgress them than to keep them. How much more difficult it is to commit acts of adultery, murder, theft, and the like than to abstain from them?” Isidore (according to Socrates, bk. 4, ch. 18): “He swore that for forty years he had not felt a sin in his heart nor had he even consented to lust or to anger.” Cens. Col. (f. 49): “The regenerate can attain the perfection of the Law in this life with their own works.” Folio 194: “We satisfy the Law completely and abundantly if we do as much as lies within us.” Binsfeldius (Recept. conclusion., sect. 4, p. 880): “With the specific assistance and help of God, a just man can for a long time and, in fact, until the end of his life avoid all mortal sins and fulfill all the Law that obligates him under mortal fault.” Petrus Cudsemius (Viv. specul., loc. 11, p. 105): “God’s Law and Christ’s commandments are not only not impossible to do, but, for those who are willing and who love God, they are so possible that they are the way for them. They are easy, light, not a burden.” **

In fact, not only do they confidently assert that the reborn can fulfill the Law perfectly, but they even argue that the same can perform works of supererogation (which would better be called “works of super arrogance”).

** [Petrus] a Soto (Assert. cathol., De lege, p. 59): “Not only can man fulfill the Law in this life, but he can do more, greater, and holier works than what the Law commands him to do. For we pay somewhat more [supererogamus] than these things to which we are obligated by necessity.” **

Bellarmine (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 13): “A man can do more than God commands. Therefore all the more can he fulfill a commandment.” [Tilmannus Smelingus] (De septem sacram., p. 304): “How many thousands of saints do we think there were who not only fulfilled Christ’s commandments but also observed the evangelical counsels14 and have paid many things in overabundance? They endured terrible tortures, much more than satisfying what they had owed because of their sins!”

** The Photinians and Arminians do not differ much from the Papists. P. Bertius (preface to Tractatus Arminiani de vero et genuino sensu cap. 7. ad Rom.):


The ancient church did not list the question about the impossibility of doing the Law among its chief parts. This is clear even from Augustine. He wants Pelagius to acknowledge that it can be done by the grace of Christ, and he declares that there will be peace. In fact, Christ’s very apostles were engaged in convincing people outside of grace about [man’s] inability to show obedience. However, you will find scarcely a word said by them about the imperfection and inability of the regenerate. On the contrary, they attribute to the regenerate the crucifixion of the flesh and of lusts, the mortification of the works of the flesh, the resurrection into new life, and walking according to the Spirit. Also, they are not afraid to testify openly that [the regenerate] overcome the world through faith.



Sommerus, a Photinian, as well as Crellius ask (Tract. de justificat.): “What Scripture ever said that the good works of man cannot stand before the judgment of God judging according to the Law He has set forth?” (for no one can compare himself with God Himself). Socinus (De Christo servat., part 1, ch. 4) calls it “the hyperbole of our theologians when they write that our righteousness is always as far from the perfection of Christ as heaven is from earth.” Schmaltzius (Refut. thesium Frantzii, contra disp. 6, De bonis operibus, f. 176) sets up a double perfection: One is “completely absolute,” when one never sins, not even once. The second is “comparative,” when one does not remain in any habitual sin. Regarding the first [kind], he says: “Even though it is extremely difficult actually to attain that [perfection] because of weakness of the flesh, it is still not completely impossible.” And later: “God wanted man to learn of His supreme kindness and fairness from the fact that though He could rightly demand of them a completely perfect obedience, nevertheless He was content with the sort [of obedience] that did not surpass human powers.” Arminius (Resp. ad 31. artic., pp. 164–65): “I am not opposed to Augustine’s opinion that man is able to be without sin in this life.” Resp. ad 9. artic. (p. 176):


The keeping of the Law must be evaluated according to the mind of the Lawgiver. Since He wanted the Law to be observed either rigidly, on the highest level of perfection, or only according to mitigation [ἐπιείκειαν], there is a twofold answer to the question Can the faithful under the grace of the New Testament keep God’s Law perfectly in this life? One cannot keep such a Law of God perfectly if it is considered as having to be kept rigorously. However, if He demands [obedience] according to mitigation, and what is demanded is viewed in proportion to our abilities—which must be said—then, because He demands [obedience] under the Gospel covenant, the answer must be that one can render perfect obedience.



Arminius again (Artic. perpend., De regenerat., § 4, opp. p. 785): “Whoever says the regenerate are able to keep the Law perfectly in this life through the grace of Christ is not a Pelagian, nor does he dishonor the grace of God, nor does he establish justification by works.” Vorstius (Apol. exeg., p. 111): “The obedience required in the Law of God is impossible for us in a certain respect and by accident. For insofar as we remain outside of the justifying and regenerating grace of God and as long as that condition lasts, according as we are now ruined, our striving is from within ourselves. Yet it remains true that God does not command anything through the perfect will of God Himself that we cannot fulfill, at least to the extent that God Himself may graciously rejoice in this obedience in the end.” Page 112: “God causes us to desert ourselves voluntarily so that we may be able and willing to keep His Commandments through His grace, and at least keep them in actuality to such a degree that God mercifully becomes satisfied with our keeping [of them].” Venator (Declar., p. 174): “I do not believe that God can rightly demand of men what they could not do by nature [nativitate]. [I do not believe] that He is unwilling to give them the powers to do this but still is willing to condemn them because they did not fulfill the impossible good and did not omit inevitable sin.” **

Furthermore, lest Bellarmine complain that people of his faith are being falsely accused of claiming that the fulfillment of the Law is possible solely by the powers of free choice, we set before him the arguments of the Scholastics. Biel (Sent., part 2, dist. 28, q. 1, art. 3): “Through free choice and of his natural powers man can fulfill God’s Commandments with respect to the substance of the act but not with respect to the intent of the Lawgiver, which is the result of eternal salvation.” Biel again (Sent., part 1, dist., q. 2, art. 3): “A pilgrim15 can love God of his own purely natural powers because his will is able, of its own natural powers, to conform itself to every dictate of right reason; moreover, the reason can show that an object of this kind must be loved.” He repeats this in Sent. (part 3, dist. 27, q. 1, art. 3), where, in accord with the opinion of Scotus, Occam, and Pierre d’Ailly, he shapes the following proposition: “The human will of a pilgrim is able to love God above all things of its own natural powers.” Nicolaus de Orbellis (Sent., part 2, dist. 28, q. 2): “God’s Commandments are not beyond man because God gives the grace that makes acceptable [gratiam gratum facientem] to every one who wants to dispose himself. Through this grace he can fulfill them not only as regards the kind of work but also as concerns the intent of the Lawgiver.” Johannes Cochlaeus (Confess. August., art. 18) shows that some Papists approve this:


Those who claim that by his natural powers man cannot do God’s Commandments insofar as the substance of the act is concerned seem excessively to denigrate man’s nature (which is clearly a good work and the image of God) and seem to rob it of its natural goodness which it has from God and which by his reason prays for the best things, as Aristotle says in his Ethica. They even seem to deprive God Almighty of His great goodness, kindness, and mercy while crediting Him with having imposed on man commandments which are impossible to do. After all, everyone knows that it is more tyrannical than kingly to pass laws that are impossible for one’s subjects and to impose burdens upon them too heavy to carry.



The arguments of our adversaries.

§ 191. Let us examine the arguments of Bellarmine and of others. Their first class of arguments has been taken from Holy Writ.

** Deut. 30:11: “This commandment which I command you this day is not beyond you,” etc. This is the argument of Conzen (commentary on Romans 10). We respond. It is clear enough from the context of this passage and from Rom. 10:5–9 that Moses is not speaking about the Law but about the Gospel. Deuteronomy 30 says that this word is neither hidden nor far off; that they who were driven out because of their sins should repent and that, thus repentant, they should be brought back into their homeland and received again into grace. Rom. 10[:6, 8]: “The righteousness which is from faith says,” etc. “The word is near you, on your lips and in your heart, that is, the word of faith which we preach.” Mark 9:23: “All things are possible for one who believes.” We respond. The discussion there is not about God’s Commandments but about the miraculous healing of one beset [by an evil spirit]. The disciples did not believe he could be healed. Christ responds to them: “[All things are possible] to one who believes that I came from the Father and I have from the Father such complete power to work all kinds of purifications.” Yet even if this were explained as being about the Law, believers can do all things only through Christ, who has become their righteousness (1 Cor. 1:30). **

First, Matthew 11[:30]: “My yoke is easy.”

(I) “In Matt. 11:30 Christ says, ‘My yoke is easy, and My burden is light.’ Therefore God’s Commandments are not only possible but even easy.”

We respond. (1) “The Law is a yoke which no one can carry” (Acts 15:10).

(2) Therefore Christ’s statement must be taken as referring to the yoke of the cross but not the yoke of the Law. This is readily concluded from comparing other passages of Scripture and from the circumstances of this passage. You see, just as Christ says (Matt. 16:24), “If any man would come after Me, let him take up his cross,” so in this passage He is promising rest and revival to those who come to Him. For the flesh, however, He imposes the yoke of the cross, lest we interpret this promised rest to refer to the delights and pleasures of the flesh. “Yoke” is most commonly used in Scripture for “slavery” and serious discipline. Therefore the cross laid on us by Christ is called a “yoke” and a “burden” because it restrains the flesh, controls it, and holds it within limits. It is called “Christ’s yoke” because He imposed it of His own goodwill and because we bear it by Christ’s example, who in His body sanctified the yoke of the cross. The burden is called ἐλαφρόν (“light”) because God “does not permit us to be tested beyond our ability” (1 Cor. 10:13). This is why the apostle calls it τὸ παραυτίκα ἐλαφρὸν τῆς θλίψεως [“the light affliction of the present time”] (2 Cor. 4:17). These words were seemingly taken from this saying of Christ. The yoke is called χρηστός (“easy and agreeable”) because in the cross the Spirit stands by us to help with His grace and comfort so that we may bear it patiently and even “rejoice in our sufferings” (Col. 1:24).

(3) Even if this “yoke” were to refer to Christ’s teaching, this would not detract from our position. Christ’s teaching is a pleasant yoke and a light burden with respect to the Law, which is a “yoke of a burden” (Isa. 9:4) and “a yoke impossible to carry” (Acts 15:10). To it Christ has subjected Himself in our stead, and He has freed us from its curse. [It is also an easy yoke and a light burden] with respect to our inner renewal through the Holy Spirit. In this renewal, God’s Law is written in our heart so that we may gladly obey it. Christ removed from believers the yoke of the Law, that is, its curse and harshness. However, lest we use that freedom from the yoke of the Law’s burden as freedom to do whatever our flesh desires, He further mentions His own yoke, the new obedience of the regenerate which throws off the old man and puts on the new man. Christ calls this yoke of His “easy” and “light” because believers walk in good works, not according to the harshness of the Law—as if to merit salvation by perfect obedience to the Law or to be condemned because of failure—but according to the forbearance [ἐπιείκεια] of the Gospel. That is, they embrace perfect fulfillment of the Law by faith, and, having been renewed by the Spirit, they delight in God’s Law according to the inner man. Although this obedience does not completely satisfy the rigor of the Law, it still pleases God because it comes from faith and from His beloved children. Any imperfection or flaw is pardoned them for Christ’s sake.

Second, 1 John 5:3: “The Commandments of God are not heavy.”

§ 192. (II) “1 John 5:3: ‘The Commandments of God are not heavy.’ Therefore all the less are they impossible.”

We respond. In different respects God’s Commandments are heavy and are not heavy. They are heavy and, in fact, impossible to bear with respect to the perfect fulfillment we must render according to the rigor of the Law. In this respect the Law is called “a yoke of a burden” (Isa. 9:4). But they are light: (1) With respect to imputation, seeing as the perfect obedience Christ rendered to the Law is imputed to believers by faith. It is clear from 1 John 3:23 that this imputation must not be excluded: “And this is His commandment, that we believe in the name of His Son, Jesus Christ, and love one another.” Also, in 1 John 5:3, after the apostle says that God’s Commandments are not heavy, he gives the reason in vv. 4–5: “For whatever is born of God overcomes the world; and this is the victory that overcomes the world—our faith. Who is it that overcomes the world but the one who believes that Jesus is the Christ?”

(2) They are light with respect to inchoate beginning [respectu inchoationis], for the Holy Spirit inwardly renews the regenerate and kindles true and genuine love for God in them. Through this they obey God with a free spirit, not burdened, not coerced, as the apostle says (1 John 5:3): “This is the love of God, that we keep His Commandments; and His Commandments are not heavy.” In this respect the regenerate “delight in the Law of God” (Rom. 7:22) and are “zealous for good works” (Titus 2:[14]), that is, according to the inner man. However, at the same time they “see in their members another law at war with the law of their mind” [Rom. 7:23]. Thus they cannot bring their obedience before the judgment of God as perfect fulfillment of the Law, but ask that their failures, imperfections, and blemishes be forgiven for Christ’s sake. Augustine (Ad Bonif., bk. 3, ch. 7): “In this life, God’s grace grants eagerness to keep the Commandments and at the same time gives pardon for whatever in those Commandments is not kept.” In this forgiveness of sins, the godly have a remedy prepared for them. Through this forgiveness whatever is left undone is forgiven, and it is particularly in this respect that the Commandments are not heavy for them.

Bellarmine objects (De justif., bk. 4, ch. 11): “That nonimputation either removes the obligation of the Law so that the transgressor incurs no guilt, or it removes the guilt which comes from transgression. If it removes the obligation, it causes the Law not to be the Law and the yoke not to be a yoke. If it allows the guilt to be taken away and, once taken away, to be paid for, then it does not make the yoke pleasing and the burden light. In fact, it reveals that the yoke is very difficult and the burden very heavy indeed, since it cannot be carried. Surely if oxen under the yoke kept falling at every step, and even if they kept getting up again by the plowman’s continual effort, still their yoke would not be called pleasing and their burden light.”

We respond. The reborn have been freed through Christ not only from the curse but also from the rigor of the Law. They are “no longer under the Law but under grace” (Rom. 6:14). “The Law is not destroyed by faith” (Rom. 3:31) but rather is “established by it.” This is how one should view it. Although the obedience of the reborn does not achieve the perfection prescribed in the Law, nevertheless the lightning bolt of its curse does not actually threaten them since they are in Christ by faith. But now, “there is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus” (Rom. 8:1). Yet at the same time this does not diminish the Law’s power to obligate even the reborn to render perfect obedience and to subject them to its curse were they not reborn, that is, were they not possessing the perfect obedience Christ rendered to the Law through faith in Him and were they not “freed in Christ from the law of sin and death through the law of the Spirit of life” (Rom. 8:1–2). But because they are indeed in Christ and led by the Spirit, the Commandments of God are not heavy for them, though otherwise, with respect to the flesh corrupted by sin, they are of themselves very heavy—nay, impossible to bear.

Third, the reborn love God and neighbor. Therefore they fulfill the Law.

§ 193. (III) “God’s Commandments are fulfilled through love. John 14:23: ‘If anyone loves Me, he will keep My word.’ Rom. 13:8: ‘He who loves his neighbor has fulfilled the Law.’ Gal. 5:14: ‘The whole Law is fulfilled in one word: “You shall love your neighbor as yourself.”’ Yet the reborn love God and neighbor. Therefore they fulfill the Law.”

We respond. It is not a love of any kind or degree that satisfies the Law but the kind and degree of love that is exactly congruent with the norm of the Law. It never labors under any imperfection, nor is it faulted by any corrupt desire. Christ describes the nature of true and genuine love as that which hears and takes to heart the Word of God—which means both the Law and the Gospel—and is eager to obey God’s Commandments. Paul commends love to us as the sum and summary of the Law, which is especially fit to have been commended to us.

Bellarmine responds, saying (1) that he does not deny that love in this life is imperfect because it can grow and will become greater in our heavenly homeland; but it must be denied that in this life [love] cannot be so perfect that it is sufficient to fulfill the commandment, for we cannot be Christ’s friends and disciples unless we fulfill this commandment of love.

We respond from Augustine (loc. cit.): “So long as love can be increased, surely it is less than what it ought to be; it is characterized by failing [ex vitio]. From this failing ‘no living person will be justified in God’s sight’ [Ps. 143:2]. Because of this failing, ‘if we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’ [1 John 1:8].” It is not our love that makes us Christ’s disciples and friends. 1 John 4:10: “In this is love, not that we loved God but that He loved us and sent His Son to be the propitiation for our sins.” Clearly we never love God unless we are first loved by Him. Through the Holy Spirit He works a true love of Him in our hearts, and this love demonstrates that we are Christ’s disciples and friends. This love also is truly pleasing to God, though it is imperfect and covered with many warts. John 13:35: “By this they will all know that you are My disciples, if you love one another.” 1 John 4:19: “We love God because He first loved us.”

(2) [Bellarmine responds] that Deut. 30:6 foretells that in the New Testament people will love God with their heart and all their soul.

We respond. A bit later we shall clarify the ambiguity of that way of speaking, “with all your heart” [§ 195].

Some people are called perfect.

§ 194. (IV) “Scripture teaches that people are perfect in this life. Therefore they surely have perfect love and perfectly fulfill the Law, for love is the bond of perfection. Gen. 6:9: ‘Noah was a righteous and perfect man.’ In Gen. 17:1 God says to Abram: ‘Walk before Me, and be perfect.’ Matt. 5:48: ‘Be perfect, as your heavenly Father in heaven is perfect.’ Matt. 19:21: ‘If you would be perfect, go, sell,’ etc. Phil. 3:15: ‘Let those of us who are perfect think this way.’ 1 John 4:12: ‘If we love one another, God abides in us and His love is perfected in us.’”

We respond. This argument has been taken from the Pelagian school, and Augustine gives a thorough response to it in De perfectione justitiae contra Coelestium.

** In De perfect. justit. [Augustine] teaches that “the man can be called ‘just’ who comes so very close to the perfection of righteousness that he is right next to it.” De peccat. merit. et remis. (bk. 2, ch. 13): “Therefore on earth there are just men, great men, the brave, the wise, the self-controlled, the patient, the pious, the merciful, those who with equanimity bear all temporal ills for righteousness’ sake. But if it is true—nay, because it is true—that ‘if we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves’ [1 John 1:8] and ‘no living person will be justified in Your sight’ [Ps. 143:2], then they are not without sin, nor is any of them so insane as to say that he does not need to pray the Lord’s Prayer for his sins, whatever they may be.” Chapter 16: “It was necessary for the perfecting of this great man” (Paul) “that the angel of Satan not be taken away from him. [Paul] was afflicted by him so that he would not become puffed up due to the greatness of the revelations. Is there anyone so bold as to think or claim that anyone under the yoke of this life is completely pure of all sin, though some so excelled in righteousness that the Lord speaks to them from a pillar of cloud?” The previous chapter (ch. 15): “When someone’s perfection is mentioned, one must consider in what respect.” And later: “It is possible to be already perfect as a hearer of wisdom though not yet perfect as a teacher [of wisdom]. One may understand righteousness perfectly, but not yet be a perfect doer [of righteousness]. One can be so perfect that he loves his enemies, but not yet so perfect that he suffers. And in the case of a man who is perfect in that he loves all men, and has even come to love his enemies, it may be asked whether he is already perfect in that loving too. That is, does he love those he loves just as the unchanging rule of Truth has commanded them to be loved? Therefore when we read in Scripture about someone’s perfection, we must carefully examine in what respect this is discussed; for it does not mean that someone is utterly without sin just because he is said to be perfect in one thing. Yet even in this one can speak this way of him being considered deserving of the title [‘perfected’]—not because there is nowhere left for him to progress, but because he has progressed to a very great degree.” **

A summary of the response comes down to this. (1) There are some commandments that demand perfection. Yet the question is not whether the command exists, but whether the thing that has clearly been commanded can be fulfilled in the body of this death where the flesh lusts against the Spirit. Some testimonies mention the end goal itself whither one strives and runs, for you cannot run aright without knowing whither to run. Nevertheless no one reaches this end goal in this life before his course is finished. Some testimonies speak about inchoate spiritual benefits; but others, about consummate ones, which will exist only in eternal life.

(2) The regenerate are called “perfect” because their remaining imperfection and impurity is covered by the petition: “Forgive us our trespasses.”

(3) In Scripture’s way of speaking, “perfect,” “whole,” “spotless,” etc., signify the one who has a good conscience, that is, he who is free of damning crimes and who does not neglect to cleanse his venial sins with daily prayer. Augustine points out these sources of the true explanation, and we place them against the Papists because they are unafraid to reintroduce the arguments of the Pelagians, long since expelled, to the center stage in the church.

Furthermore, to make the matter even clearer, we posit the following distinction. One perfection is absolute, which we can call the perfection of degrees [perfectio graduum]. The other is respective16 and conditioned. For the sake of teaching, we shall call it the perfection of parts [perfectio partium]. Absolute perfection is completely rendering the highest degree of obedience that the Law demands. Such perfection existed in Adam before the fall and existed also in Christ, who rendered to the Law total and absolute obedience on every level and degree. Such perfection does not exist in the reborn except by imputation to the extent that Christ’s perfect obedience is imputed to them through faith. Col. 1:28: “That we may present every man perfect in Christ.” Col. 2:10: “In Him you have been completed (πεπληρωμένoι).” Heb. 10:14: “By a single offering He has perfected (τετελείωκεν) for all time those who are to be sanctified.” Conditioned perfection is the sincere obedience of the reborn according to the total Law which has begun in this life but which will be consummated finally in eternal life. Or it is the serious and sincere striving [studium] to obey God according to all His Commandments, though it falls short with respect to degrees. We do not deny attributing this perfection to the reborn. Of this we correctly use the ancients’ saying: “Part of perfection is to acknowledge imperfection.” Phil. 3:12–13: “Not that I have already obtained this or am already perfect, but I press on to take hold of it because Jesus Christ has taken hold of me as His own. Brethren, I do not consider that I have taken hold of it,” etc.

This obedience of the reborn is called perfect: (1) With respect to all the commandments, seeing as the reborn strive to obey each and every one of God’s commandments, even though their obedience is inchoate. Ps. 119:6: “Then I shall not be put to shame, when I have respect unto all Your commandments.”

(2) With respect to sincerity. The reborn obey the Law and resist corrupt impulses with a true and unfeigned heart, with genuine and unhypocritical desire. Ps. 119:34: “With the whole heart have I searched out Your commandments.”

(3) With respect to their good and holy conduct, leading life without complaint, “blameless and innocent, children of God without blemish in the midst of a crooked and perverse generation, among whom you shine as lights in the world” (Phil. 2:15). Thus Noah is called “a just and perfect man in his generations” (Gen. 6:9).

(4) With respect to the weak, who have not yet reached that degree of knowledge and obedience. Eph. 4:13–14: “Until we attain to the unity of faith, to perfect manhood, so that we may no longer be children.” Heb. 5:13–14: “For everyone who lives on milk is a child, but solid food is for the perfect.”

Absolute perfection, both of knowledge and of obedience, is denied to the regenerate in this life in clear words (1 Cor. 13:[9–]10; Phil. 3:12). Augustine (De grat. Christi contra Pelag., bk. 1, ch. 49, from Ambrose): “The apostle says that many still living in this world with him are perfect. If you consider them according to true perfection, they cannot be perfect since he himself says: ‘Now we see through a mirror darkly, but then face-to-face. Now I know in part; then I shall know even as I am known’ [1 Cor. 13:12]. So also there are spotless people in this world, and there will be spotless people in the kingdom of God. Of course, if examined more closely, no one can be spotless because no one is without sin.”

** Chrysostom (on Genesis, homily 23): “Noah was perfect in his generation, at that time, in that perverse generation which had become so inclined to evil that it refused to countenance any trace of truth.” Habakkuk, when asking why the ungodly swallow up the righteous, says that “he swallows up the man more righteous than himself” (Hab. 1:13). Here he praises the righteous man as righteous not simply but according as he is compared with the wicked. Ambrose (De Noë et arca, ch. 11, vol. 4, p. 153): “He deliberately added ‘in that generation’ so as neither to condemn his elders nor to exclude his” (faithful) “posterity, but rightly to assert that the flood happened for the destruction of that generation which had no part in justice.” God Himself explains what sort of perfection He means (Deut. 18:13): “You will be perfect with the Lord your God,” namely, so that you listen to Him alone and not to impostors. 1 Kings 11:4 says of Solomon that “his heart was not perfect before the Lord,” namely, because he went after heathen gods. Josh. 24:14: “Serve the Lord perfectly and truly, and put away foreign gods.” **

Fifth, it is said that some loved God with all their heart.

§ 195. (V) “Scripture teaches that some people kept the commandments, especially the one about loving [God] with all one’s heart and not coveting. Ps. [119:10]: ‘I have searched you out with all my heart.’ 1 Kings 14[:8]: ‘You have not been like My servant David, who kept My commandments and followed Me with all his heart, doing only what was pleasing in My eyes.’ Acts 13[:22]: ‘I have found in David, the son of Jesse, a man after My heart, who will do all My will.’ 1 Kings 15[:5]: ‘Because David did what was right in the eyes of the Lord and did not turn aside from anything that He had commanded all the days of his life, except in the matter of Uriah.’ Likewise, regarding Josiah, 2 Kings 23[:25] says, ‘There was no king like him before him, who returned to the Lord with all his heart and with all his soul and with all his might.’ Likewise, about Asa and his people, 2 Chron. 15[:15] says, ‘They sought the Lord with their whole will and found Him.’ Again, about Joshua, Josh. 11[:15] says: ‘As the Lord had commanded Moses, His servant, so Moses commanded Joshua, and Joshua fulfilled it all; he left nothing undone of all the commandments, not even one word which the Lord had commanded Moses.’ There is no doubt that similar things can be said about Abraham, Moses, Samuel, Elijah, Elisha, Jeremiah, and the other prophets. In the New Testament, we read about Zechariah and his wife (Luke 1[:6]): ‘And they were both righteous before God, walking in all the Commandments and ordinances of the Lord without complaint.’ Of His apostles, the Lord says (John 17[:6]): ‘They have kept Your word.’ He also calls them ‘friends’ in John 15[:14], and yet in the same verse He adds that only those are His friends who ‘keep His commandments.’ Moreover, the apostle Paul clearly shows in Romans 7 that he does not sin when he covets unwillingly, because he is not committing the act himself, and thus is keeping the Law, which, when it commands ‘You shall not covet,’ commands the will and not sensation, which is incapable of receiving [capax] the Law.”

We respond. Now we are hearing Pelagius brought to life again, for (according to Augustine, De nat. et grat., ch. 36) he also mentions a long series of those who are said not only not to have sinned but also to have lived righteously: Abel, Enoch, Melchizedek, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Joshua son of Nun, Phineas, Samuel, Nathan, Elijah, Elisha, etc. But Augustine responds as follows (ibid.):


If we could gather together all the saints, men and women, while they lived here and could ask them whether they were without sin, what do you think they would say? What he



(Pelagius)


says or what the apostle John says? I ask you. Regardless of how much they excelled in holiness while in the body, if they could be asked this, they would cry out in unison: “If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us” [1 John 1:8]. Would they perhaps give that answer more in humility than in truth? But it already pleases him—and rightly so—“not to locate the praise of humility on the part of falsehood.” And so if they spoke the truth, they would have sin, which they would be confessing humbly, because the truth [would be in them; but if they would lie about this, they would still have sin, because the truth] would not be in them.17



Therefore we respond in general. The phrase “with all your heart” has two meanings. (a) It expresses the perfect obedience required by the Law, that we should love God to the highest degree of perfection and in every detail and on every level show Him absolute obedience unstained by any blot of corrupt desire or of any other sin. (b) It denotes genuine and nonhypocritical obedience. In this respect it is the opposite of hypocrisy and outward pretense, for this is the way Scripture describes hypocrisy. Ps. 12:2: “They have spoken with heart and heart.” 1 Chron. 12:33: “They were prepared to fight, without heart and heart [absque corde et corde].” Jerome renders this “without a double heart [non in duplici corde].” This is explained in v. 38: “They were ready to fight with a perfect heart.” Therefore whenever the regenerate are said to love God with all their heart and to keep His commandments, the meaning is that they love God without pretense and without hypocrisy, but truly, with the whole mind and whole heart, sincerely. However, at the same time they admit that they do not achieve the highest degree of perfection as often as they confess their sins and ask for their forgiveness in faith. Additionally, they are still partly carnal, which is why their love for God and their obedience to God’s commandments is so very often contaminated by the corrupt impulses of covetousness. We have struck down the shameful subterfuge that lusts of the flesh are not sins in its own place in greater detail [On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 124–79].

If the apostle completely removes the evil of concupiscence from himself, then how can what he says at the end of the chapter stand: “Although I serve the Law of God with my mind, yet in my flesh I serve the law of sin” [Rom. 7:25]? These words show irrefutably that that very apostle who, with his spirit and mind renewed by the Holy Spirit, is in service to the Law of God, with his flesh (which certainly is his very own flesh) serves the law of sin; and, consequently, he is not yet perfectly fulfilling the Law of God. Augustine states it beautifully (De perfect. just., respo. 16): “While there still exists some carnal covetousness, even if restrained by self-control, one does not love God in every way with all his soul. The flesh does not covet without the soul, though the flesh is said to lust because the soul lusts carnally.”

** De perfect. just.: “This is the same thing that” (Job) “said, ‘I have kept His ways; I have not turned aside from all His Commandments, nor shall I depart from them’” [Job 23:11–12]. The Pelagians used to adduce this passage to prove the perfection of righteousness in this life. [Augustine] responded: “That man keeps the ways of God who does not wander off so as to leave them behind but who advances by running in them. Even if he sometimes stumbles and staggers in weakness, he still progresses by lessening his sins until he should arrive at the point where he is without sin. He can only accomplish this by keeping His ways. So it is the apostate who turns aside from the Commandments of the Lord and leaves them, not the one who, though he has conflicting sin, keeps persevering with it until he reaches that place where he must no longer contend with death.” Retract. (bk. 1, ch. 19): “It is right to ask whether that perfection can be understood so that it is still true that no one still using the choice of his will is living here without sin. For by whom can the Law be kept down to the last detail except by him who does all the divine commandments? But in the same commandments we are commanded to say, ‘Forgive us our trespasses as we forgive those who trespass against us.’ The entire church keeps praying this petition to the end of the world. Therefore all commandments are considered done when whatever has not been done is forgiven.” **

If the apostle is saying that lust of the flesh is not sin, then why does he so often and with such clear language call it sin? Why does he so wretchedly lament on account of it? Why does he strive so hard to be liberated from that slavery of sin?

In particular, we respond to the examples Bellarmine has cited in this way. (1) David was a man after the heart of God, but at the same time he still prayed to be “cleansed from hidden sins” (Ps. 19:12). He asked that his “iniquities be completely overlooked” (Ps. 130:3) and that God’s “judgment be turned away” from himself (Ps. 143:2). In fact, he admits that all the saints, and thus even he himself, are in need of the forgiveness of sins (Ps. 32:5). Consider also that a glaring exception is added in 1 Kings 15:5: “He did not turn aside from anything that He commanded him all the days of his life, except in the word of” (the matter of) “Uriah.”

** Compare 1 Kings 15:1–3 with 1 Kings 14:21–23, and it will be clear that the discussion is about keeping religion free from idolatry. Jerome, speaking of David (Contra Pelagianos, bk. 3), argues that no one has been without sin. He says: “For the sake of example, let us use but one testimony. ‘I found David, the son of Jesse, to be a man after My own heart, who does all My wishes’ [Acts 13:22]. There is no doubt that David was a holy man. Yet the man who was chosen to do all the wishes of God is reprimanded for having done certain things. Certainly it was possible for the one chosen for this to do all the wishes of God. God is not to blame, for He prophesied that David did all the wishes of His commandments. Rather, he is at fault who did not do what had been prophesied. God did not say that He had found a man who would always forever do all the wishes of His bidding.” **

(2) Josiah turned to the Lord with all his heart and did according to all the Law of Moses because he, moved with zeal for piety and religion, abolished idolatry and restored the true worship of God with greater affection of heart than any other king. The words “according to the whole Law of Moses” concerns especially the integrity of the worship he restored, because he omitted none of those things that had been prescribed in the Law in regard to the discarding of idolatry and the renewing of the true worship, as is clear from the context. Nevertheless Josiah’s fall, in addition to the general statements,18 reveals that he was far from a perfect and absolute fulfillment of the Law, for he died in an unnecessary war which he incited against the king of Egypt.

(3) With Asa the situation is clear. Although he did what was right in the eyes of the Lord and abolished idolatrous worship—it is in this respect that it says he sought the Lord in all his will—he still did not remove the high places. Yet because of his sincere and nonhypocritical obedience, his heart is said to have been “perfect before God all his days” (1 Kings 15:14). But what about how the prophet of the Lord rebuked him on the charge of “relying on the king of Syria and not Jehovah” (2 Chron. 16:7)? What about how, contrary to what was just and fair, he put the prophet in jail out of anger (v. 10), and when he was sick, he did not seek the Lord but physicians (v. 12)?

(4) When it says that Joshua “left nothing undone of all that the Lord had commanded Moses” (Josh. 11:15), the context shows that this should mostly be understood as referring to the destruction of the Canaanites and the distribution of the Promised Land. Nevertheless we do not deny that he did according to the Law of God with all his heart, even the moral Law, but he was unable to aspire to the highest degree of perfection, clean of every stain of sin.

** In Num. 11:27[–29] Moses clearly rebuked Joshua’s wrongful zeal. **

Here also belongs the example of King Hezekiah, which Bellarmine also cites toward the end of ch. 11. “He walked before God in truth and with a pure heart” (Isa. 38:3), that is, because he did not fake his piety but worshiped God truly and sincerely, acknowledging with a grateful heart that God “had cast all his sins behind His back” (v. 17). Because of these sins, all his bones were being broken (v. 13). What about how the prophet rebukes him for rashly flaunting his treasures to the messengers of the king of Babylon (Isa. 39:5ff.)?

(5) Justin speaks about the example of Zechariah and Elizabeth in the following way (QQ. et resp. ad orth., q. 141): “If Christ alone fulfilled God’s Law, then how did Zechariah and Elizabeth walk blameless in the Law?” Justin responds: “It is one thing to be blameless but another to be exempt from sin. For exemption from sin certainly is blamelessness, but blamelessness is not necessarily exemption from sin,” (etc.). “Christ alone is said to be without sin.” Augustine (De gratia Christi contra Pelagium, bk. 1, ch. 48):


It seems to me that this was said in reference to their good and laudable conduct among men, for no one could justly complain of it or incriminate it. It says Zechariah and Elizabeth had this conduct in the sight of God because they did not deceive men by any pretenses, but as they presented themselves to men, so were they known to the eyes of God. However, this was not said in reference to the perfection of righteousness in which we shall live truly and completely spotless and perfect. For even the apostle Paul said that he was blameless as regards the righteousness that comes from the Law. Zechariah, too, conducted himself without complaint in that Law. However, the apostle counted this righteousness as filth and loss when compared with the righteousness for which we hope and for which we should now hunger and thirst so that we may one day be satisfied in sight by that which is now in faith, since the righteous lives from faith.



** Augustine (De perfect. just.): “Not absurdly does it say that he walked blamelessly, not because he was already perfect but because he ran blamelessly toward that perfection, not having any damning sins and not forgetting to wash away his venial sins by almsgiving.” Again:


It is one thing to be without sin, which in this life is said only of the Only-Begotten. It is another thing to be blameless, which can be said about many righteous people in this life. This is a certain kind of good living about which no just complaint can be raised as regards human conduct.19 For who can justly complain about a man who wishes no one evil, who takes thought for everyone he can, who holds no desire for revenge against the injustices of anyone, so that he may truthfully say “as we forgive those who trespass against us”? Yet he shows that he himself is not without sin by the same word which Truth speaks: “Forgive, just as we have forgiven” [cf. Matt. 6:14].



Again: “Yet in Rev. [14:5] they are said to be [blameless] because ‘no lie was found in their mouth,’ for they did not say they had no sin. If they said that, they would be deceiving themselves, and the truth would not be in them [cf. 1 John 1:8]; and if the truth was not in them, then a lie would be found in their mouth. Now, if to avoid the envy of others they said they were not without sin though they were without sin, then this would be a lie; and so it would be untrue when it says ‘no lie was found in their mouth.’ Therefore they are blameless because just as they forgave, so they have been cleansed by God’s forgiving them.” Ibid. (regarding Zechariah and Elizabeth): “Surely they both, being just, had read in the commandments how to wash away their sins. For Zechariah also offered sacrifices for his own sins, as the Epistle to the Hebrews [5:1–3] says about every priest chosen from among men.” De peccat. merit. et remiss. (bk. 2, ch. 13):


In disputations on this question, Zechariah and Elizabeth are often cited against us. What shall we say except that Scripture clearly shows that Zechariah was of outstanding righteousness among the chief priests for offering the sacrifices of the Old Testament? However, we read in the Epistle to the Hebrews that Christ alone is the Chief Priest who, unlike those who used to be called chief priests, had no need to offer daily sacrifices for His own sins first before [He offered sacrifice] for the people. You see, in this number were Zechariah, Phineas, and Aaron himself, with whom the order began, as well as others who lived laudably and justly in that priesthood. Nevertheless these men needed first to sacrifice for their own sins, being figures of the one to come, Christ, the only undefiled priest who had no such need. Moreover, what praise was given to Zechariah and Elizabeth that is not included in that which the apostle declared about himself before he believed in Christ? For he said that he was “blameless according to the righteousness which is of the Law” [Phil. 3:6], and we read the same thing also about them: “They were both righteous before God” [Luke 1:6]. Therefore whatever righteousness they possessed was not pretended to men, which is why it says “before God.” **



In Letter 95, Augustine examines the fact that Zechariah was a priest. All the priests necessarily had to sacrifice first for their own sins, and then for the people according to the Law of God. Just as now through the sacrifice of prayer we are convicted of not being without sin since we have been commanded to say, “Forgive us our trespasses,” so also back then, through the sacrifices of animal victims, the priests would be convicted of not being without sin since they were commanded to offer sacrifice for their own sins. Therefore we claim that Zechariah and Elizabeth were righteous before God through faith in Christ and that they found forgiveness of sins through Him who was foreshadowed in their sacrifices. Zechariah celebrates Christ’s benefits in his canticle and clearly locates “the knowledge of salvation” in “the forgiveness of sins” (Luke 1:77). They manifested this righteousness of faith with their good works, seeing as they walked blamelessly in all God’s commandments. Their obedience was serious and sincere, not hypocritical. Before men they were ἄμεμπτoι [“blameless”], but before God they were sinners, even as a little later it recounts how Zechariah sinned by disbelief. They walked in all God’s Commandments with respect to [the perfection of ] parts, though they were not yet rendering perfect obedience with respect to [the perfection of] degrees.20

(6) The apostle Paul admits clearly (Rom. 7:7) that he does not yet render perfect obedience to the law about not coveting because it is “spiritual,” but he is “carnal and sold under sin” (v. 14), that is, because “sin still dwells in his flesh” (v. 17). For this reason he declares himself ταλαίπωρoν [“wretched”] and longs to be “delivered from the body of this death” (v. 24). He everywhere commends the righteousness of faith, but he denies that we can stand before God’s judgment by the righteousness of works. 1 Cor. 4:4: “I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby justified.”

** Stapleton (Promt. Catholic. and [Promt.] moral., Domin. de nuptiis Cananaeis): “This is a passage for treating against heretics (from Mary’s words ‘whatever He tells you, do’ [John 2:5]) the complete and full keeping of all the commandments of Christ, according to that outstanding example of the blessed Virgin. For today they blasphemously claim that such keeping is impossible.” We respond. What is the logical sequence? The servants could fulfill the commands of Christ by drawing water; therefore we can most perfectly fulfill all God’s Commandments, even those which require the inner and perpetual perfection of the heart? **

The statements of the ancients.

§ 196. In ch. 12 Bellarmine produces statements of the fathers where they say that God has not commanded anything impossible of man.

We respond. In three respects, God’s Commandments are and are said to be possible for man:

(1) With respect to concreated wholeness. The doctrine of the Law was solemnly reiterated through Moses, yet it did not first begin with Moses but was instilled and engraved upon men’s minds at creation itself. Therefore in this sense and respect God did not command the impossible because He equipped the first people with the perfect and complete powers by which they could fulfill God’s Law, both general and specific, about not eating the fruit of the tree of life.

(2) They are possible with respect to divine grace. Jerome (Dial. adversus Pelag., bk. 2): “God’s Commandments are impossible for nature but possible for grace.” Augustine (De spiritu et lit., ch. 9): “The Law exposes the will as sick in order that grace may heal the will and the sound will may fulfill the Law, neither being put under the Law nor lacking the Law.” However, we must take this “grace” to mean not only the grace of renewal which confers on man the power to be obedient to the divine Law but also the grace of forgiveness which does not impute the stains of sin which still remain and which for Christ’s sake forgives whatever is not done or whatever is done too little. Augustine (Retract., bk. 1, 19): “All the Commandments of God are considered done when whatever is not done is forgiven.” Contra duas epist. Pelag. (bk. 3, ch. 7): “In this life, God’s grace grants the desire to keep the Commandments while at the same time forgiving whatever is not kept in those Commandments.” De civit. Dei (bk. 19, ch. 27): “Even our righteousness, though true in that it refers to the end goal of the true good, in this life is still such that it consists more in the forgiveness of sins than in the perfection of virtues.” Luther (Enarr. Psalm 51, vol. 4, Latin edition, f. 377b): “‘What?’ you will say. ‘Should the Decalogue not be kept? And if it is kept, is this not righteousness?’ I respond. We want people to obey and keep the Decalogue but with the large—that is, evangelical—dispensation or distinction, for we receive only the firstfruits of the Spirit while the groanings of the spirit remain in the heart.” Again: “Our flesh with its lusts and desires—that is, the entire tree with its fruits—still remains. This is the reason why the Decalogue cannot ever be fully kept,” etc. “We do the Law through the Holy Spirit, and yet the word ‘Have mercy!’ remains. That is, we continue to be sinners, and we need the free forgiveness of sins through Christ’s merit.”21

(3) They are possible with respect to the perfection awaited in the life to come. Augustine (De perfect. justit. contra Coelestium, resp. 16): “The commandment ‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind’ will be fulfilled in the fullness of love. For while some carnal covetousness still remains, even restrained by self-control, one does not love God in every way with all his soul,” etc. “Why, then, demand that perfection of man when no one can achieve it in this life? Because one cannot run rightly if he does not know whither to run. Moreover, how could one know without the Commandments showing the way?” De spiritu et lit. (ch. 36): “We shall fulfill the commandment of love in that life when we shall see face-to-face. But this has been commanded to us even now to show us what to ask for in faith, where we should set our hope, and that, forgetting what is past, we should especially apply ourselves to what is ahead of us.” In Contra Julian. (bk. 1, 2) he thus explains Basil’s statement that sin can easily be separated from man’s will so that it is pure in all things: “It is not easy for the human will but for the nature of God, and when he says ‘pure in all things,’ that will happen in the life to come, when God will be all in all.”

Bellarmine rehashes his old story that, even though man cannot live free of sin, he can still perfectly fulfill the Commandments since venial sins are not against but beyond the Law. We spoke earlier about what to think regarding this subterfuge [above, § 184; On Actual Sins (Commonplace XIII), §§ 90–101].

Lines of reasoning that support the perfect fulfillment of the Law: First, we can do more than the Law requires.

§ 197. In22 ch. 13 Bellarmine gives some lines of reasoning he uses to prove that we can render perfect obedience to the Law. (I) “Man can do more than the Law commands. Therefore all the more can he fulfill the commandment.”

We respond. The antecedent, taken from the argumentation of Pelagius, labors under an obvious falsity, as will be shown in our examination of works of supererogation [On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 82–104].

Second, the impossible does not bind anyone.

(II) “If the Commandments were impossible, then they would not obligate anyone. Thus they would not be commandments, for it is unimaginable that one could commit sin in what cannot be avoided.”

We respond. One must distinguish between nature as it was instituted and nature as it has become destituted. God gave His Law to man in the state of innocence, when man’s powers were still sound and whole, but in the fall and by his own fault man fell into disability. God’s Law and justice does not become any less rigorous by this. Why should it? Are his obligation and workload removed if a debtor is reduced to the last line of poverty by his own fault? Of course not. Rather, the obligation to repay his creditor remains sound in its entirety. Moreover, if no one sins in what cannot be avoided, what shall we do about original sin? We see infants die, and “the wages of sin is death” [Rom. 6:23]. Therefore infants are surely guilty of sin though they cannot avoid it. Is this judgment of God unfair? No. In Anselm (Cur Deus homo, bk. 1, ch. 24), Boso poses the question: “If a man cannot repay his debt, how is he unjust in not repaying it?” Anselm replies to him as follows: “Maybe he could be excused to a certain extent if the cause of his inability was not in himself. But if the blame for his inability lies in himself, then that does not lighten the sin even as it does not excuse him from repaying what he owes. It is the same as if someone imposes a task on his servant and orders him not to fall into an inescapable pit, which he points out to the servant. [If he falls in], he will not thereby be free from blame.” Anselm (De conc. virgin., ch. 28): “God rightly demands of nature what He gave it and what is justly owed Him. If a man and his wife are exalted to an important position or possession without any merit on their part but by grace alone, and at the same time commit a serious and inexcusable crime, and if they are dismissed justly because of it and are forced into servitude, who will say that their children, who were born after their conviction, should not be subject to the same servitude?”

Third, God would be a very cruel tyrant.

§ 198. (III) “If the Law were impossible, it would follow that God is more cruel and more foolish than any tyrant, since He would be demanding even from His friends a tribute which no one could pay, and He would be passing laws that He knew no one could obey.”

We respond. (1) God’s Law applies to everyone, even the unreborn. Therefore if the logical connection of the argument is tenable, it will follow that either even the unreborn can fulfill the Law perfectly, since the Law was given to them no less than to the reborn, or that, with respect to the unreborn, God is a tyrant. However, Bellarmine could not concede either of these.

(2) God did not purposefully repeat His Law after the fall as if people could fulfill it perfectly and earn eternal life, but that “the knowledge of sin” might come from it (Rom. 3:20); that it might be our “tutor unto Christ” (Gal. 3:[24]); that it might be the norm of good works in which the reborn should walk always; etc.

(3) God does not only work death through the Law, but He also works life through the Gospel. He does not only reveal the illness through the word of the Law, but He also applies the medicine through the word of the Gospel. “He pours oil and wine into our wounds” (Luke 10:34). Augustine (De spiritu et lit., ch. 19): “The Law was given that people might ask for grace. Grace was given that the Law might be fulfilled. For the Law was not unfulfilled as by its own fault but by the fault of the prudence of the flesh. This fault had to be exposed through the Law and healed through grace.” Even if the doctrine of the Gospel—through which believers obtain the forgiveness of sins and renewal of spirit to start obeying God’s commands—had not been revealed to man after the fall by the immense mercy of God, still no one could dare call God to account for exacting His due through the Law from those who fell into poverty and the inability to repay the debt by their own fault.

** God has commanded the impossible: (1) To commend His own righteousness. (2) To illustrate the glory of Christ. (3) To humble us. (4) To teach us what sort of people we used to be, what we should be doing, and what sort of people we are going to be. (5) To confound hypocrites. **

Fourth, Christ suffered that the righteousness of the Law might be fulfilled in us.

§ 199. (IV) “Christ suffered ‘that the righteousness of the Law might be fulfilled in us’ (Rom. 8[:4]). He also taught us to pray: ‘Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven’ (Matt. 6[:10]), where we ask for the grace to fulfill the Commandments. Finally, ‘Christ became the cause of eternal salvation for all who obey Him’ (Heb. 5[:9]). However, if the Law cannot be fulfilled, then Christ did not obtain what He willed, our daily prayers are in vain, and no one can be saved. You see, if the Law cannot be fulfilled, then the righteousness of the Law is never fulfilled in us, nor is God’s will done on earth, nor do we ever really obey Christ.”

We respond. (1) It is truly the purpose of Christ’s sending and Passion that the justification (τὸ δικαίωμα) of the Law be fulfilled in us, seeing as the perfect fulfilling of the Law which Christ has done in our stead is imputed to us by faith. “Christ is the τέλoς (‘end purpose and fulfilling’) of the Law for everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4). Therefore the apostle clearly notes that the righteousness of the Law is not accomplished by us, by our strength or works, but in us, that is, through imputation. The Spirit of renewal is indivisibly connected to this, and through Him the Law of God is written on our hearts so that “we no longer walk according to the flesh but according to the Spirit” (Rom. 8:4). All Scripture says that Christ died for our sins and because of our sins that we might have forgiveness of them through faith. It never says that Christ suffered for our good works so that He might gain for them such power and efficacy that they can stand before God’s judgment. Ambrose (commentary on Romans 8): “He says that sin has been condemned so that the righteousness of the Law, given by Moses, might be fulfilled in us. Now that we have been removed from the slavery of the Law, we have become its friends. Indeed, the justified are friends of the Law. But how is that justification fulfilled in us except when we receive the remission of all our sins?—with the result that the justified may stand and serve the Law of God with his mind, having his sins removed.”

(2) “The will of God” indeed “is our sanctification” (1 Thess. 4:3). However, this also is the will of God (John 6:40): “that everyone who sees the Son and believes in Him should have eternal life.” Therefore we ask for both: that we receive justification through faith in Christ and that our renewal and sanctification increase daily. Thus in the Lord’s Prayer itself we ask for the forgiveness of sins which we surely would not need if the will of God as revealed in the Law were perfectly fulfilled in us.

(3) Christ truly has become the αἴτιoς [“cause”] of eternal salvation for those who obey (Heb. 5:9). But note that we are said to obey Christ in two ways: (a) By true faith in Him. Rom. 1:5: εἰς ὑπακoὴν πίστεως [“for the obedience of faith”]. Rom. 15:18: “For I will not venture to speak of anything except what Christ has wrought through me for the obedience of the Gentiles.” By this obedience of faith we are righteous in God’s sight. Therefore in 1 Pet. 1:2 “sprinkling with Christ’s blood” is connected to obedience. (b) We are said to obey Christ in good works. Acts 5:29: “We must obey God rather than men.” Rom. 6:12: “Let not sin reign in your mortal bodies so that you obey its desires.” Verse 16: “You are slaves to the one to whom you present yourselves as slaves for obedience,” etc. This obedience of works is not yet in this life absolute and uncontaminated in every detail.

Fifth, the Law does not accuse the fruits of the Spirit.

§ 200. (V) “All who are truly justified have the Holy Spirit, who produces the fruits listed in Gal. 5[:22–23]. But now, whoever has these fruits is not accused by the Law since ‘against these there is no law’ [Gal. 5:23]. This is also what the apostle says in Rom. 8[:2]: ‘By the law of the Spirit of life we are freed from the law of sin and death.’”

We respond. (1) In this life we receive only “the firstfruits of the Spirit” (Rom. 8:23).

(2) The Holy Spirit performs His works “in the body of sin and death” (Rom. 7:24). Therefore we are being perfected with regard to the instrument and according to the measure of our weakness.

(3) Accordingly we need daily renewal (2 Cor. 4:16).

(4) Although we do not walk according to the flesh but according to the Spirit, we are still partly “carnal and sold under sin” (Rom. 7:14).

(5) Consequently, even though the substance (so to speak) of the fruits of the Spirit are not accused by the Law, the Law does accuse their quality, that is, their imperfection, as a sin which still dwells in the flesh of the reborn.

(6) The reborn are free from the accusation of the Law because they are in Christ through faith. Rom. 8:1: “There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus,” not because of an inherent or actual righteousness of works that is perfectly congruent with the Law. Inherent righteousness of their own does not make the reborn free from the accusation of the Law; rather, the righteousness of Christ imputed [to them] through faith does this. Ambrose (in his commentary [on Romans]):


The law of the Spirit of life is also the law of faith. For the Law of Moses is also spiritual because it forbids sinning, but it is not the law of life because it cannot forgive sins for those who are guilty of death so as to make alive those who are going to die. However, because this [law] does not want people to sin and calls them back from death, it is called the law of the Spirit of life, consisting not of the letter but of the Spirit because “by the heart one believes” [Rom. 10:10], and it is the Spirit which is believed. And so this law frees the believer in Christ Jesus—that is, through faith in Christ—from the law of sin and death. It is the law of sin, he says, which dwells in his members, but the law of death is the Law of Moses because it brings death to sinners.



These are Ambrose’s words.

** Pererius (on Romans 2, disp. 17, no. 103, p. 361) puts together the following argument: “Circumcision has value if you keep the Law (Rom. 2:25); but now, circumcision was of value to Abraham and to the other Old Testament saints.” We respond. (1) The apostle’s statement is conditional and posits nothing. (2) The saints recognize that their works are imperfect and had perfect obedience in Christ. (3) Therefore the keeping of the Law which circumcision requires is neither the cause of salvation nor a mark that the Law has been perfectly fulfilled; rather, it is an indication of spiritual circumcision rightly used when connected with a spiritual circumcision of the heart. **

This sophism also belongs here: “Deut. 32:4: ‘The works of God are perfect.’ But the obedience of the reborn is the work of God. Therefore it is perfect.”

We respond. God works some things by Himself without means, and these surely are completely perfect. Yet some things He performs in and through the reborn who are not yet completely renewed in this life but are still partly established under the old flesh. In eternal life what God begins to do in this life through renewal will be perfectly and finally consummated. How else could it be? If all the works of God are immediately perfect, a seed would not give rise to a stem but to a perfect tree right away.

Sixth, the reborn are born of God.

§ 201. (VI) “All the justified are born of God, but he who is ‘born of God does not and cannot sin’ (1 John 3:9). He who does not sin fulfills the Law.” We respond. (1) It is one thing to sin, another to have sin. The reborn do not sin; that is, they do not indulge the desires of their flesh, nor do they allow sin to reign in their mortal body. Yet if they say they have no sin, they will be liars (1 John 1:8).

(2) Some sins are sins of ignorance and weakness, but some are sins of malice and sins against conscience. The reborn do not sin; that is, they do not indulge in crimes against conscience. However, they are not yet free of sins of ignorance and weakness. Prov. 24:16: “A righteous man falls seven times a day and rises again.” Ps. 19:12: “Who can discern his errors? Cleanse me from my hidden [faults].”

(3) The phrase “the reborn do not sin” must be understood with reduplication,23 that is, according as they are reborn. At the same time, however, the reborn still wear the flesh in which sin dwells. Every day, every hour—nay, even every moment—it is driving them toward actual sins. If ever they serve its lusts and securely indulge them, they cease being in the number of the reborn until they are again truly converted to God. Rom. 8:13: “For if you live according to the flesh, you will die, but if by the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live.” Augustine (on the Epistle of John, tractat. 5) argues: “The sin that the reborn man does not commit is the violation of love.”24

** Augustine again (explanation of the Epistle to the Galatians): “It is one thing not to sin; it is another not to have sin. For he in whom sin does not reign—that is, who does not obey its desires—does not sin. However, that man in whom those desires do not exist not only does not sin but also does not even have sin. Even though this can happen in many respects in this life, one can only look for this to be accomplished in every part in the resurrection of the flesh and its changing.” **

The end purpose for contending that the Law cannot be fulfilled perfectly.

§ 202. Now, the end purpose of teaching that it is impossible to fulfill the Law is not to encourage or excuse carelessness, sloth, and intentional negligence.

** Becanus is thus inclined (De ecclesia, q. 3, concl. 2, no. 6): “Teaching that it is impossible to fulfill the Law conflicts with holiness and occasions sin. If the Ten Commandments really are impossible, then I am concerned about keeping them for no reason; then I avoid acts of theft, murder, and adultery in vain.” **

Rather, [the purpose of teaching that it is impossible to fulfill the Law] is so that: (1) We, confessing the powerlessness of our abilities and the imperfection of our own righteousness, may flee for refuge to Christ, “who has redeemed us from the curse of the Law, having been made a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13). “Through [Him] God has done what was impossible for the Law” (Rom. 8:3), “that He might be the end of the Law for righteousness for all who believe” (Rom. 10:4). The glory of having perfect righteousness must be reserved for Christ alone, who is “holy, blameless, unstained, separated from sinners” (Heb. 7:26). Those who ignore and reject His righteousness, “seeking to establish their own, are not under the righteousness of God” (Rom. 10:3). Therefore the first use of this teaching lies in the article of justification, namely, that we not set before God’s judgment our imperfect and variously stained obedience to the Law but that we may learn that we are justified by faith in Christ.

(2) The second use of this teaching lies in the article on good works, that we may learn that by the natural powers of our own free choice we cannot begin the sincere and true obedience that we owe the Law, but the Law of God “must be written on our hearts” through the Holy Spirit (Jer. 31:33) so that we may begin to show not merely an external obedience but also an inner one with a spontaneous spirit and from the heart. On the other hand, because this inchoate obedience is still very far from the perfection the Law requires, we cannot boast about it before the judgment of God but are forced to confess that “all our righteousnesses are as menstrual rags” (Isa. 64:6) and that, “when we have done everything, we are still but unworthy servants” (Luke 17:10).

(3) Lastly, it serves to teach us that the inchoate obedience of the reborn is pleasing to God not because it satisfies the Law perfectly, but because it proceeds from faith in Christ. Through such faith its imperfection and remaining fault is covered.
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SECTION XI: THE TRIPLE USE OF THE MORAL LAW

§ 203. Although we cannot perfectly fulfill the Law in this life and cannot be justified by it before God, its use is still extremely great and very worthy. 1 Tim. 1:8: καλὸς ὁ νόμoς, ἐάν τις αὐτῷ νoμίμως χρῆται [“The Law is good if one uses it lawfully”]. We shall follow the common enumeration accepted in our churches’ symbolical books which sets forth the triple use of the Law.1

First, the political use.

(I) The first use is political or pedagogical, to control τὸ ἐπιθυμητικὸν [“the desires of the heart”] and to restrain people who have not yet been reborn from erupting into open crimes which disrupt society, goodness, and tranquility of human life. Rather, by the bridle of the Law they are constrained to outward obedience. 1 Tim. 1:9–10: “The Law is not laid down for the just but for the unjust and disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers and of mothers, for homicides, fornicators, those who defile themselves with men, kidnappers, liars, perjurers.” The outward conduct of those not yet reborn is sin “because it is not from faith” (Rom. 14:23), and thus does not render one pleasing and acceptable before God since “without faith it is impossible to please God” (Heb. 11:6). Nevertheless God sternly demands it and exacts it, even rewarding it with bodily rewards in order to preserve society and to make it possible for people to be taught about Christ.

** Jerome (Q. ad Algasiam, 8): “The Law was given to reveal the toxin of sin and to restrain man by the bridle of the Law, who formerly walked without foresight, sliding down a steep descent. Then it teaches him to walk properly ‘so that we serve in newness of spirit and not in the oldness of the letter’ [Rom. 7:6].” **

Luther (commentary on Galatians 3, vol. 4, Latin edition, f. 99b):


The first understanding or use of the Law is to curb the wicked, for the devil rules in all the world and drives men to disgraceful acts of every kind. Therefore God has established public officials, parents, instructors, laws, bonds, and all civil ordinances so that, if nothing else, at least they may bind the devil’s hands, lest he rage however he like in his people. Therefore just as ropes and bonds are thrown on possessed men in whom the devil holds powerful sway, lest they hurt anyone, so also the whole world, which is possessed by the devil and goes headlong into all wickedness, has the civil government with its bonds and chains—that is, by laws it restrains the hands and feet from rushing headlong into shameful acts of every kind. This civil restraint is most necessary and has been established by God for the sake of the public peace and also to preserve all things, but most especially so that the course of the Gospel not be hindered by the uprisings and seditions of unbridled men.2



Second, the theological, refutative [use].

(II) The second use is theological, refutative [ἐλεγκτικός], to accuse sin. In Hosea 6:[5] the Law is called a pickax. Rom. 3:20: “Through the Law comes knowledge of sin.” Rom. 4:15: “The Law works wrath.” Rom. 5:20: “The Law entered to increase the trespass.” Rom. 7:7: “I would not have known sin except through the Law. I would not have known what it is to covet, if the Law had not said, ‘You shall not covet.’ ” Gal. 3:19: “The Law was appointed because of transgressions.” Verse 22: “Scripture consigned all things under sin,” etc. There are many extant statements of the ancients about this use of the Law. Ambrose (commentary on Romans 3): “Through the Law comes knowledge of sin, but through faith comes abolishing [of sin]. Therefore one must follow faith.” On Romans 7: “The discloser of sin is the Law, but it is not the source of sin. It makes sinners guilty.”

** Ambrose (De fug. secul., ch. 7): “The Law condemns the deed; it does not remove wickedness.” Cyril (on John, bk. 8): “All are condemned under the Law because of sin.” Jerome (on Ecclesiastes 2): “The Law is rigid, unkind, unsparing; it kills the sinner.” Chrysostom (on Romans 4): “So if the Law works wrath and makes men guilty of transgression, then it clearly also makes them subject to its curse. Such as are guilty of cursing, punishment, and transgression are certainly not worthy to receive the inheritance but to be punished and cast out.” **

Chrysostom (on Romans): “Both the accusations and the reproofs especially serve to open the door of faith to those who hear them clearly.” Again (on 1 Timothy 1): “If you use the Law lawfully, it sends you to Christ; for whenever it is incapable of its goal to make a man righteous, it sends him to the One who can.” Augustine (De poenit. medic., ch. 1): “The Law was given for this: to make the proud man aware of his weakness and to persuade the weak man to repent. The Law was given for this: to show sin’s wounds which are healed by the blessing of grace. The Law was given for this: that we might say even in the valley of tears: ‘I see another law in my members,’ etc. [Rom. 7:23], and to help us when God hears, who lifts the fallen, loosens the bound, and gives sight to the blind by His grace through Christ Jesus.” Augustine again (De actis cum Fel. Manich., bk. 2, ch. 11): “The Law was given to the proud, who attribute everything to their own powers so that, being unable to fulfill the Law given them, they might be found to be transgressors and, having become guilty under the Law, that they might seek mercy from God, their Creator.” Augustine again (Letter 157 ad Optatum): “The Law had to be given to show man himself the more clearly, lest the arrogant mind of man think he can be righteous of himself—ignoring the righteousness of God, which comes to man from God, and seeking to establish his own, as if produced by his own powers, not subjecting himself to the righteousness of God. Therefore it was necessary for the command to be added: ‘You shall not covet,’ so that the charge of transgression might also be added to the proud sinner, so that his illness, not healed but convicted by the Law, might seek the medicine of grace.” Letter 200 ad Asellicum: “The Law is useful for convicting man of his weakness and for driving him to beg for the medicine of grace, which is in Christ.” De spiritu et lit. (ch. 9): “Through the Law, God shows man his weakness that he may flee by faith to His mercy and thus be healed.” Chapter 13: “By the law of works God says, ‘Do what I command.’ By the law of faith one says to God: ‘Give what You command.’ For the Law commands in order to show what faith does,” etc. Chapter 17: “A veil is placed over the reading of the Old Testament until one comes to Christ and the veil is removed—that is, until one moves on to grace and learns from Him that justification is ours. By this justification we do what He commands, and He gives the commands so that, despairing of ourselves, we may flee to Him for refuge.” On Psalm 83: “The Law was given to men not to save them, but that they might learn from it the sickness in which they lay,” etc. “The Law was given to convict the sick man, who thinks he is healthy, of his illness; to expose his sins, not to remove them.” Bernard (Sermon 2 in vig. nat., col. 37): “In addition, He ordered His Commandments to be kept exceedingly so that, seeing how our imperfection fails and how it cannot fulfill what it should, we may flee for refuge to His mercy and say, ‘Your mercy is better than life.’ ” On Song of Songs (Sermon 50, col. 642): “By commanding the impossible, God has not made men transgressors but humble, that every mouth may be stopped and all the world be subject before God. For by works of the Law no flesh will be justified in His sight [Rom. 3:20]. Therefore receiving the commandment and realizing our inadequacy, we shall cry out to heaven, and God will have mercy on us,” etc.

Luther very frequently speaks of this use of the Law, especially in his commentary on Galatians 3 (Latin edition, vol. 4, p. 101): “The Law shows man to himself as a sinner, and therefore guilty of death and deserving eternal wrath. Of what use is this humiliation, crushing, and pounding by that hammer of the Law? It serves this use: to open to us the way of grace. So, therefore, the Law is a servant and preparer for grace.”3 Page 110: “The Law is a spiritual and truly hellish prison because, when it exposes sin and threatens death and the eternal wrath of God, one cannot flee or find consolation,” etc.4 The Law performs this, its office, by accusing not only outward sins but also inner sins, even the hidden corruption of our nature; by exposing the hideousness of sin; by working contrition; and by driving us to Christ with its blows, as Luther teaches everywhere.

Third, the theological, didactic [use].

(III) The third use of the Law is theological, didactic. In this use it instructs the reborn as to what truly are good works in which they should walk and by which they can please God. For just as an unbroken horse is tamed and restrained by the bridle, yet a tame horse is guided by the same bridle to be kept within the limits of the right road according to the will of its rider, so also by the Law of God intractable people are restrained, but the regenerate are guided by it and kept within the limits of those works in which they should walk according to the will of God.

** Cyril uses this comparison and says (Contra Julian., bk. 3, f. 53): “Just as reins guide horses to run well and are also ornaments, and just as rudders steer ships so they head the right way, so also the Law is useful to people.” **

Ezek. 20:19: “Walk in My commandments.” Jer. 31:33: “I shall write My law in their hearts.” Rom. 3:31: “Do we then destroy the Law by faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the Law.” Rom. 13:8: “He who loves his neighbor has fulfilled the Law.”

[Many] think that the first use of the Law applies only to the unreborn. This must be understood with qualification, insofar as believers are reborn and renewed. You see, since the reborn are still partly carnal, they, too, require the bridle of the Law to restrain their flesh along with its desires, lest it burst forth into outward sins and unseat its rider, the Spirit. Luther (on Galatians 3, vol. 4, Latin edition, p. 114): “Because of the flesh, the reborn still need an instructor who will poke and prod the strong jackass, that, by this guiding, sins may be lessened and the way prepared for Christ. For as Christ came bodily once in time, abrogated the whole Law, wiped away sin, and destroyed death and hell, so also He keeps coming to us spiritually and forever extinguishes and kills them in us.”5




1 FC SD VI.

2 Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 26:308–9 (WA 40/1:479–80).

3 Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 26:314 (WA 40/1:487–88).

4 Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 26:337 (WA 40/1:519–20).

5 Lectures on Galatians (1531/1535), AE 26:350 (WA 40/1:537).







SECTION XII: THE LAW IS TO BE PREACHED IN THE CHURCH,
AGAINST THE ANTINOMIANS

The error of the Antinomians is attacked.

§ 204. The threefold use of the Law shows clearly that the madness of the Antinomians must be repudiated. They think that God’s moral Law must be banned and eliminated from the church. We oppose them with the following syllogism: Whatever God Himself has solemnly published, and the prophets and apostles and even Christ Himself repeated and stressed to their hearers, and its treatment is not only useful but also necessary—this must by no means be banished from the bounds of the church. The moral Law: (1) Was published solemnly by God Himself on Mount Sinai (Exodus 20). (2) It was repeated by all the prophets because, in addition to explaining the promise of grace, they were also expositors of the Law, which is evident. (3) And it was stressed by Christ Himself and His apostles to their hearers in the New Testament. Matt. 5:17: “I have not come to destroy the Law but to fulfill it.” Rom. 3:31: “We do not destroy the Law by faith, but we uphold it.” (4) It has use that is connected with a necessity, for it restrains the unreborn by outward discipline; by accusing sin it drives us to Christ; it prescribes the norm of good works to the reborn; it accuses their old flesh; it accuses the imperfection and uncleanness that still clings to their inchoate obedience, lest they be carried away into secret raptures, the license of the flesh, self-chosen worship, or to confidence in their own righteousness. To put it briefly, unless the pure, complete, and unstained doctrine of the Law is preserved in the church, the article of justification will not stand in purity and integrity, neither will the doctrine of good works nor orthodoxy regarding sin and free choice.

The arguments of the Antinomians.

§ 205. (I) The props the Antinomians use to confirm their error fall apart easily. (1) “1 Tim. 1:9: ‘The Law was not laid to the righteous man.’ The reborn are righteous.”

We respond. Not all who are in the external fellowship of the church are reborn and renewed, nor are those who are reborn and renewed wholly free from their old flesh. The Law was not laid to the righteous according as they are free from the curse of the Law by faith in Christ, and from faith they begin to show a willing obedience to the Law. At the same time, these righteous people are partly “still carnal and sold under sin” (Rom. 7:14). Therefore they need the mirror of the Law, for in it they see the filth of their sin which still clings to them and have a prescribed norm to follow in doing good works. Therefore the Law was not laid to the righteous with respect to its first use, according as the Holy Spirit leads them to obey the Law willingly, nor do they need its whipping. Second, [the Law was not laid to the righteous] with respect to condemnation. In this sense some note that the apostle said νόμoς oὐ κεῖται δικαίῳ [“the Law is not laid to the righteous”], not oὐ τίθεται [“is not given”]. Matt. 3[:10] uses this same formula, seemingly with the same meaning: “The ax is laid to the root of the tree.” Bernard (Letter 11): “Fittingly it does not say ‘the just have no Law’ or ‘the righteous are without the Law,’ but ‘the Law was not laid to the righteous.’ That is, it is not imposed on the unwilling but the willing, as freely given as it was sweetly inspired. Hence our Lord says beatifically: ‘Take My yoke upon you’ [Matt. 11:29], as if He were saying: ‘I do not impose it upon the unwilling; but you, take it up, if you will. Otherwise you will not find rest but labor for your souls.’”

(2) “The reborn are not ‘under the Law’ (Rom. 6:14). They have been ‘freed from the Law’ (Gal. 4:5). Therefore they do not need the teaching of the Law.”

We respond. They are not under the Law as regards the curse and condemnation of the Law. Rom. 8:1: “There is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus.” Second, nor are they under the Law as regards the harshness of the Law to which grace is opposed, but at the same time they should “not use their freedom as an opportunity for the flesh” but should serve one another in love (Gal. 5:13). But now “the whole Law is fulfilled in one word: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself’” (v. 14). Therefore they are not free from obeying the Law.

(3) “The reborn are ‘led by the Spirit of God’ (Rom. 8:14). Therefore they do not need the spur of the Law.”

We respond. The renewal of the Spirit does not remove all that belongs to the old flesh in the reborn, but there remain the old and the new man, the outer and the inner, the flesh and the Spirit. Therefore the flesh needs the bridle and spur of the Law: the bridle, lest it rush into outward sins; the spur, to urge one to serve and obey the Spirit. Now, the Holy Spirit does guide and lead the reborn, yet He does not do this without means but uses the Word as an instrument. Therefore the norm of good works in which the reborn walk must be sought from the Law. All of Psalm 119 pertains to this.

(4) “If the reborn were still under the Law, their works would have to be motivated by the Law and not by the Gospel.”

We respond. The good works of the reborn pertain to the Law with respect to object, because the Law is the norm and rule of those works. They pertain to the Gospel with respect to effecting, because it is by the preaching of the Gospel that the Spirit of renewal is given, whose fruits are the good works of the reborn (Gal. 5:22[–23]). From these [arguments] the rest can be decided easily.

The use of the Law explained in greater detail.

§ 206. The things that we have said about the Law can be further expanded and explained in this way. (1) The Law is a mirror of divine righteousness, holiness, and perfection. I explain this thus: From eternity God the Father begot the Son, in whom His image shines fully and perfectly. Col. 1:15: “The Son is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation.” Heb. 1:3: “He is the radiance of [God’s] glory and the exact imprint of His nature.” Briefly, this means that the Son of God is the substantial image of the Father. Therefore as the Father is omnipotent, eternal, just, perfect, so also the Son is omnipotent, eternal, just, and perfect because He is the substantial and perfect image of the Father. Although God the Father has begotten this image of His—the Son—from eternity, out of the abundance of His goodness He also wanted there to be another image of Himself, not substantial but accidental. Therefore He created man (as also the angels) “after His own image and likeness” (Gen. 1:27). According to the apostle’s interpretation, this must be defined as true righteousness and holiness (Eph. 4:24). Due to this image of God shining out in him, man was in conformity with his Creator. Just as God is just, good, holy, and merciful, so also man, created according to the image of God, was just, good, holy, and merciful. Yet he was not just, good, holy, and merciful on the same level of perfection as God, seeing as man was not the substantial image of God but was created according to the image of God. Therefore man was able to lose the image of God shining within himself because it was an accident in him, even as he, alas, did lose it through the fall, with only the tiniest remnants still remaining.1 Therefore God set before us another image of His righteousness and holiness in the Law. You see, how [God] in the Law wants us to be—free from every stain of sin and, on the other hand, radiant with the light of righteousness and holiness—that is how He is, but in a far more perfect and unique way, because the image of God displayed in the Law does not even come close to the dignity of His image which was shining in the first man, since the image of God shining in the first man was alive and within, but the image of God that is set forth in the Law is outward and depicted by characters and letters. So, then, since man cannot hope from the Law to restore God’s image within himself by his own powers, God sent into the world His Son, who is the substantial image of God the Father with regard to His divine nature. [He was sent] to manifest, in the flesh that He assumed, the image of God that shines in the most perfect way and to restore it in us through faith and by the Spirit of renewal. He was not only pure, holy, free from every inborn stain of sin from the first moment of His conception, but He also perfectly obeyed the Law. He gives this obedience to us by faith and begins to repair the image of God in us through the Holy Spirit. He will finish this completely in us in eternal life.

(2) The Law is a mirror of the original righteousness of man. How God in the Law wants us to be, that is how the first man was in his concreated wholeness and righteousness. Whatever the Law prescribes to us outwardly had been written inwardly in man’s heart in living letters. The Law commands loving God with all our heart, all our soul, and all our strength. Such love used to shine in the heart of the first man. He was not in the least contaminated by any blotch of corrupt desires or inordinate love. Hence, because of such remnants of the divine image in man, the apostle declares (Rom. 2:15) that “the work of the Law is written on the hearts of the Gentiles.” And yet the Law of God was written and engraved in the heart of the first man. Why, then, did God forbid him to eat the fruit of the forbidden tree with that specific law [cf. Gen. 2:16–17]? We respond. It was given for him to practice the obedience he owed to his great Creator, seeing as the image of God, after which the first man was created, included not only the reality of righteousness and holiness but also freedom of choice. Therefore his freedom needed to be exercised by an external object. Athanasius (Serm. de incarn. Verbi, p. 39): “God shaped mankind after His own image and gave them the gift of His reason so that, possessing some shadows and traces (σκιάς τινας), so to speak, of His reason and having been created as rational beings, they had the ability to persevere in blessedness, truly living the life of saints in Paradise. Noting that the will and choice of man could go either way, He wanted quickly to fortify the gift He had given with the protection of a law and of the place.”

(3) The Law is a mirror of the corruption introduced into human nature by the fall of the first man. Rom. 5:19: “By one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners.” That is, the first man refused to give the due tribute of obedience to God and transgressed the law God had given him. Thus he introduced sin into the world, on account of which “by nature all men are sons of wrath” (Eph. 2:3) and “are sold under sin” (Rom. 7:14). Not even the reborn are completely free from this in this life. For though they “delight in the Law of the Lord according to the inner man” through the Spirit of renewal (Rom. 7:22), they still “see in their members another law at war with the law of their mind and making them captive to the law of sin which dwells in their members” (v. 23). Because of this warfare, we always strive for what is forbidden. The Law commands us to love God with all our heart, to trust in Him and fear Him, but by nature people run away from God, being empty of true trust and fear toward Him. The Law commands us to love our neighbors as ourselves, but by nature man is inclined to seek his own advantage and honor. The Law forbids us to covet, but “out of man’s heart,” as if from a poisoned spring, surge forth corrupt desires that defile him (Matt. 15:19).

(4) The Law is a mirror of the most perfect obedience that Christ, our Mediator, rendered in our place. Christ was not only born holy (Luke 1:[35]), but He also spent His whole life on this earth in holy works. He showed the most perfect obedience to the Law in every detail so that not even “one iota or dot” passed which He did not fulfill (Matt. 5:18). Hence He can truly say (Matt. 11:[29]): “Learn from Me, for I am gentle and lowly of heart.” The holy life of Christ is the most perfect rule of piety and all virtues. Whatever the Law prescribed outwardly2 gleamed inwardly in the heart of Christ. All His actions, all His words, were in complete conformity with the norm of God’s Law, seeing as “He committed no sin, nor was any deceit found in His mouth” (Isa. 53:9; 1 Pet. 2:22).

(5) The Law is a mirror for the pious and holy life the reborn are to lead. Christ gives His righteousness to believers, and this is imputed to them through faith. To this benefit of justification and regeneration, renewal is indivisibly connected. Through renewal believers begin to be reshaped into the image of God in the spirit of their mind so that they become “zealous for good works” (Titus 2:14), and “they serve God in righteousness and holiness” (Luke 1:75). The norm for these works, for this righteousness and holiness for which the reborn ought to be zealous, is set forth in the divine Law such that they have no need for new commandments or a new, evangelical law.3 Ps. 19:7: “The Law of Jehovah is perfect.” Deut. 4:2; 12:32: “Do only what I command you; you shall not add to it nor take from it.” Thus Eph. 2:10 says that God prepared those works in which the godly should walk. The discussion about the counsels of perfection in the new law added by Christ lacks a solid foundation, as will be clear in its own place [On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 82–104]. Christ does not set His explanation [of the Law] in Matthew 5 against the teaching of Moses, but against the pharisaic corruption thereof; not against the prophetic Law, but an erroneous and heretical gloss.

(6) The Law is a mirror of the perfection in eternal life that is to be awaited. In this life the reborn do begin to show sincere obedience to the divine Law, but this obedience of theirs is not perfect in every way. However, in the life to come it will be absolute in every detail. Just as in eternal life their bodies will be changed to be like the glorious body of Christ (Phil. 3:21), so also in the spirit of their mind they will be fully and perfectly renewed, divested of all the old flesh, and perfectly reshaped after the image of God. 1 John 3:2: “When He appears, we shall be like Him.” About this Nazianzen writes very beautifully (De theol., orat. 4): “No longer will we be as we are now in all respects, buffeted by various impulses and affections of our hearts, having nothing or too little of God in us. Rather, we shall wholly be similar and conformed to God, conforming only and completely to God. This is the perfection to which we press on.” That is why Augustine so often reiterates that the command to love will be perfectly fulfilled only in the life to come, when there will no longer be any concupiscence that must be restrained.




1 On the image of God being an accident in man, see On the Image of God in Man (Commonplace XI), §§ 94–98; on the remnants and loss of the image of God in man, see the same, § 129.

2 Read exterius with Cotta instead of externus.

3 See On the Gospel (Commonplace XVII), §§ 82–104.







SECTION XIII: THE NECESSITY OF RENDERING OBEDIENCE TO THE DIVINE LAW

The Law must be obeyed.

§ 207. Moreover, this obedience which is owed to the Law must have its beginning in the reborn in this life. For Scripture describes those who truly believe and are reborn in this way: They are guarded against external lapses and sins against conscience. They walk in good works and give outward obedience in accord with the Law. The Holy Spirit begins in them new impulses of heart, mind, will, and all their members according to each of the Commandments. In their spirit—that is, by the new powers given them by the Holy Spirit—they battle against their corrupted desires and mortify their flesh. However, because in all of this they do not fulfill as much as the Law demands, they also acknowledge the uncleanness and weakness that still clings to them and to their works. They confess that they are righteous in God’s sight by faith, not by their own works. They implore that their sins be covered and that they be ruled by the Holy Spirit. By such faith, which lights their way, and by the true fear of God, good works are done.

To this belongs Luther’s observation that we use God’s Law “lawfully” [1 Tim. 1:8] in this way: (1) If we consider every day what the Law requires of us. (2) If we thank God for sending His Son as our Redeemer, who freed us from the curse of the Law. (3) If we further make confession of our sins by which we have transgressed the Law and hope for their forgiveness through Christ. (4) If we add prayer that He may make us zealous for good works by His Spirit and write His Law onto our heart.

Chemnitz lists the summons that should invite us to obey the Law in this order ([Loc.,] de lege, ch. 8, p. 255): (1) True faith longs to be free from sins, and therefore it will be a tireless encourager to avoid sins and to do good works. (2) Along with faith is given the Holy Spirit, who drives us to do good. Therefore one must be careful not to sadden nor drive out this Guest. (3) The love of God, manifested toward us by so many benefits, should make us love God and keep His Commandments, for it is the nature of a lover to be obedient to his beloved. (4) Out of filial reverence we should be very careful not to offend God, our kind Father. Now, just as love reminds itself of God’s benefits, promises, and examples of rewards by which the inner man is sweetly invited to obedience, so also filial reverence reminds itself of God’s wrath, warning, and examples of punishments by which the outer man is coerced and restrained.1

The means that lead us to sincere obedience are: the hearing of and meditation on the Word, sincere prayer, fleeing from opportunities for sin, etc. Ps. 1:2: “Blessed is the man who meditates on the Law of the Lord day and night.” Ps. 119:11: “I have laid up Your word in my heart that I might not sin against You.” Deut. 6:6–8: “The words which I command you this day shall be upon your heart; and you shall teach them diligently to your children; you shall talk of them when you sit in your house and when you walk by the way and when you lie down and when you rise. And you shall bind them as a sign upon your hand,” etc.




1 Chemnitz’s Works 8:792.







SECTION XIV: THE DEFINITION OF THE MORAL LAW

§ 208. This concludes our discussion on the moral Law. If one wishes to define it precisely, he should give special attention to the following points.

(1) It is a heavenly and divine doctrine, not given first on Mount Sinai, but revealed in creation, later solemnly repeated, and explained by the prophets and apostles.

(2) It is the eternal and immovable rule of righteousness, subject neither to change nor abolition. In this respect it is distinct not only from human laws but also from the ceremonial and forensic laws of Moses.

(3) It is not only the rule of outward works but also of thoughts. In fact, it requires fullness of [man’s] entire nature, that is, perfect inner and outer obedience.

(4) It does indeed promise blessing and life—that is, the physical and the spiritual rewards of this life and of that which is to come—but under the condition of perfect obedience.

(5) Because of the corruption of man’s nature introduced through sin, no one can perfectly obey the Law in this life, and therefore the promises of the Law are rendered useless to us.

(6) With respect to our corrupted nature, the Law is a universal judgment which accuses and condemns man. Thus it drives us to Christ, who is “the end of the Law for righteousness for all who believe” [Rom. 10:4].

(7) It is the norm of the good works in which the reborn should walk.

All of these, or at least the most important ones, are included in Philipp [Melanchthon’s] definition: “The moral Law is the eternal, immovable wisdom and rule of righteousness in God, dividing right from wrong. It was revealed to man at creation and was afterward often repeated and explained by God’s Word, that we may know what God is and what sort of a God He is. It is binding upon all rational creatures and demands that they all be conformed to God. It condemns and destroys all who do not conform, unless there be remission and reconciliation on account of the Son, the Mediator,”1 to whom with the Father and the Holy Spirit be honor, praise, and glory forever. Amen.




1 Melanchthon, Ethicae Doctrinae Elementorum Libri Duo (1550), CR 16:168; cf. Melanchthon, “Definitions of Many Terms,” trans. Benjamin T. G. Mayes, in The Chief Theological Topics: Loci Praecipui Theologici 1559, trans. J. A. O. Preus (St. Louis: Concordia, 2011), 505.







COMMONPLACE XVI

ON THE CEREMONIAL AND FORENSIC LAWS







 

The connection with the preceding commonplaces.

§ 1. It is fitting to follow our explication of the moral Law with an examination of the ceremonial and forensic laws. These are nothing other than specific appendices to the moral Law, streams drawn from the spring of decorum and equity, special ordinances that uniquely concern the Jewish church and state. They are fairly numerous, to the point that the rabbinic scholars ([Talmud], bk. Makoth, chapter which begins Hi sunt flagellandi, etc.) list as many positive commands as they think there are parts in the human body, that is, 248; and as many commands of prohibition as there are days in a year, that is, 365. The ceremonial laws are exercises of the First Table, because they define the external conditions for the worship of God that was commanded in the First Table. The forensic laws are exercises of the Second Table, because they likewise define the external conditions for how righteousness was to be practiced toward men as commanded in the Second Table.





TREATISE I: THE CEREMONIAL AND FORENSIC LAWS TAKEN TOGETHER







CHAPTER I: THE DISTINCTION OF CEREMONIAL AND FORENSIC LAWS
FROM THE MORAL LAW

§ 2. Both the ceremonial and forensic laws differ from the moral Law in many ways, but especially in revelation, obligation, duration, and end purpose.

First, with respect to revelation.

(1) With respect to revelation, the following difference stands between them: The moral Law was instilled and engraved upon the minds of men right from the beginning of creation and was merely reiterated through Moses. The ceremonial and forensic laws, however, were only later made and promulgated at the time of Moses. The precepts of the moral Law were given in the first time and place and in a more solemn way. Only after these were repeated in the midst of many portents did the promulgation of the ceremonial and forensic laws follow. God gave the Decalogue, which is a summary of the moral Law, immediately to all the people. Deut. 5:22: “Jehovah spoke these words to all your congregation at the mountain out of the midst of the fire, the cloud, and the thick darkness with a loud voice, and He made no addition.” The other laws, however, were given only to Moses later, after the people had returned to their tents, and through Moses were given to the people. Deut. 5:30–31: “Go and say to them: ‘Return to your tents.’ But you stay here with Me that I may tell you all the commandments and statutes and ordinances that you shall teach them.” God Himself inscribed the commandments of the Decalogue on stone tablets. Deut. 5:22: “Jehovah wrote these words on tablets of stone and gave them to me.” Exod. 32:16: “The tablets were the work of God, and the writing was the writing of God, engraved upon the tablets.” The rest of the laws, however, were written down by Moses. Deut. 31:9: “And Moses wrote that law.” Nevertheless here we should remember that the Decalogue itself could seemingly also have been engraved by Moses on later tablets. Exod. 34:28: “Moses was there with the Lord for forty days and forty nights, and he wrote on tablets the words of the covenant, the Ten Words.” The tablets of the covenant which included the Decalogue were placed into the ark. Exod. 25:16: “You shall put into the ark the testimony which I shall give you.” Exod. 40:20: “Moses took the testimony and placed it into the ark.” (See also Deut. 10:5; 1 Kings 8:9; Heb. 9:4.) Deuteronomy, however, which included the rest of the laws written by Moses, was entrusted to the priests and to the protection of the king. Deut. 17:18–19: “When the king sits upon the throne of his kingdom, he will write for himself in a book this law, lettered” (Münster: “He will write down for himself in a book a copy of this law”; Vulgate: “He shall write for himself a Deuteronomy of this law”) “from before the Levitical priests, and it shall be with him and he shall read in it.” Deut. 31:9: “Moses wrote this law and gave it to the priests, the sons of Levi, who carried the ark of the covenant, and to all the elders of Israel.”

Second, with respect to obligation.

§ 3. (2) With respect to obligation there is a notable distinction between the moral Law and the others, both the ceremonial and forensic. The former is the universal rule and norm that is binding upon all men and even the angels. You see, it prescribes the rule of the conformity which ought to exist between God the archetype and the rational creature created after the image of God. Therefore it has always sounded forth in the church from the beginning of the world, even before Moses. The latter, however, are specific regulations binding only for the people of Israel, for a law is binding only upon those toward whom it was enacted. Now, the ceremonial and forensic laws were enacted only toward the Israelites, which is why these words are so often repeated in their publication: “You will observe these laws in your generations, in your homes,” etc. Therefore they are binding only for the Israelites and, accordingly, so long as the Jewish state still stood. They were not imposed upon converted Gentiles even though the term of those laws’ duration was still in force. That is a clear proof that those laws bound and obligated only the Israelites. To this belongs the fact that the moral Law requires outward and inner obedience, that is, an obedience that is perfect in every detail, and thus the integrity of one’s entire nature, for “it is spiritual” (Rom. 7:14). The ceremonial and forensic laws, however, are content with teaching outward obedience, because they describe only external obligations.

Third, with respect to duration.

§ 4. (3) From this second part of the distinction comes the third, which lies in the discrepancy of their duration. The moral Law is the eternal and immovable rule, not only instilled in the minds of men from the beginning of creation and enduring to the end of the world but also existing in the mind of God from eternity, even before the foundations of the world were laid, and it shall continue unmoved and unchanged for all eternity, as we showed in § 14 of the treatise immediately preceding [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV)]. The ceremonial and forensic laws, however, apply only to the time of the Old Testament and, consequently, were made obsolete once the new covenant was promulgated, as Heb. 8:13 concludes from Jer. 31:31: “In speaking of a new covenant, He made the first obsolete. Now, what is obsolete and old is almost gone.” From this it follows that the ceremonial should in no way be preferred to the moral but must be esteemed a great deal less. This is quite different from what the hypocritical Pharisees used to claim, whom Christ opposed with the prophet’s word (Hosea 6:[6]; Matt. 9:13; 12:7): “I desire mercy and not sacrifice.”

Fourth, with respect to end purposes.

§ 5. (4) Finally, there is no small difference between those laws with respect to their different end purposes. Earlier we explained what are the ends of the moral Law [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 203–4, 206]; a bit later we shall give an explanation of what the ends are of the ceremonial and forensic laws [§§ 16–17, 26, 38]. Speaking briefly, both the ceremonial and the forensic laws were promulgated by God for the sake of the Jewish state in order to contain it within certain bonds of ecclesiastical and forensic regulations and to keep it separate from other, Gentile states.

The reason for the divinely established Jewish state.

Furthermore, there are four main reasons why the Jewish state was established in this way: (1) That it might be the workplace of His divine revelations, that is, that there might be a specific people to whom God revealed Himself by the proclaimed Word and accompanying great miracles. Ps. 76:1–2: “In Judah is God known; in Israel His name is great. In Salem is His tabernacle, and His dwelling place is in Zion.” Isa. 31:9 alludes to this: “Said Jehovah, whose fire is in Zion and whose furnace is in Jerusalem.”

(2) That it might be an academy and school, that is, a sure seat of doctrine [sedes doctrinae] from which all people should have sought out the true knowledge of God and the way for truly worshiping Him. Ps. 122:3–4: “Jerusalem is built as a city for this purpose, that they may gather there together; the tribes go up to there, the tribes of the Lord, that the testimony” (or the word) “of the Lord of Israel might be preached.” Ps. 147:19–20: “He declares His word to Jacob, His statutes and ordinances to Israel. He has not dealt thus with any other nation; He has not made known His ordinances to them.” Here note that Jerusalem was located almost in the middle of the known world, so that from this central point the fragrance of heavenly doctrine might be wafted into every area of the inhabited world.

(3) That there might be a library in which to preserve and transmit to posterity the writings of Moses and the prophets. Rom. 3:2: “The oracles of God were entrusted to the Israelites.” Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 12, ch. 23): “What is the Jewish people but a sort of bookcase for Christians which holds the Law and the prophets as a testimony to the assertion of the church?”

(4) To be a shelter for Christ as He was born, teaching, and carrying out His office of Redeemer. Gen. 49:10: “The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the lawgiver from the midst of his people until Shiloh comes.” Rom. 9:4–5: “To the Israelites belong the promises, and from them comes Christ according to the flesh.” John 4:22: “Salvation is from the Jews.” Bernard (Serm. 6 de nativ., col. 51): “The wicked synagogue has produced for us Christ, the Son of God, though by motherly office not motherly affection.”







CHAPTER II: THE CRITERIA THAT SHOW WHICH COMMANDS BELONG TO THE MORAL LAW

§ 6. Therefore, since the moral Law is separated from the others by so great a difference, one must accurately note which commandments belong to the moral Law and which are merely ceremonial and forensic. There are two main criteria by which this can be understood and investigated. The first is the light of nature still remaining in our inborn ideas. For whatever agrees with the natural ideas grafted into the minds of men at creation and still partly left after the fall belongs to the moral Law. Thus the more sensible heathen approve of honoring one’s parents, and this agrees with the very law of nature. The verses of Euripides are well-known:


Whoever respects his parents in life

Is dear to the gods while he lives and when he dies.1



Therefore the commandment to honor one’s parents is moral.

The second criterion is the light of grace set forth in the exposition of Moses and the prophets and especially of Christ and of the apostles in the New Testament. You see, because our natural knowledge has been badly dimmed through sin, the light of nature is not bright enough to decide the matter. The light of grace must be added and kindled in us through the sermons of the prophets and apostles. Therefore this rule is added: whatever Moses and the prophets show as pertaining not only to the Israelites but to all nations, those are the commandments of the moral Law. In this way, laws to be observed concerning respect for blood relation in marriages belong to the moral Law, as is gathered from the fact that Moses clearly adds in Lev. 18:24 that the Canaanites had to be punished by God for transgressing those laws. So also when the prophets preach from the Law against common vices of the Gentiles, then it is sure that those prohibitive mandates belong to the Decalogue. In the New Testament, a brighter light of this knowledge is given through Christ and the apostles, for whatever is repeated and commanded in the New Testament and belongs to all nations belongs to the moral Law and is binding upon all people. However, here one must note the exception of the apostles in the sprouting of the New Testament church, who observed and ordered to be observed abstinence from blood and from what had been strangled as well as the rite of circumcision (Acts 15:29; 16:3; 21:26). This was not because they believed that those things belonged to the moral Law and applied to all Christians of all times and all places. Rather, [they did this] to give an honorable burial to the Jewish synagogue, lest any cause for offense might be given to the weak by the untimely use of Christian liberty, that is, so that the sensibilities of the Jews who had been converted to Christ might not be put off and so that the bond of harmony between those converted from the Jews and from the Gentiles might not be broken. Lyra (on Acts 15): “That which had been strangled and blood were indeed lawful foods, but for the sake of friendly unity they wrote to the Gentiles that they should abstain from such foods, just as it frequently happens that one will abstain from a food which he knows to be loathsome to his friend.” But as time passed, when the cause ceased, the effect also ceased, as the truth of the teaching of the Gospel was made manifest.




1 Fragment 852 (LCL 506 [2008], 478–79).







TREATISE II: THE CEREMONIAL LAWS SPECIFICALLY







CHAPTER I: THE ETYMOLOGY OF “CEREMONIAL LAWS”

§ 7. Now that we have said these things about ceremonial and forensic laws taken together, it remains for us to discuss the two individually. “Ceremonial laws” have their name from the object or material about which they treat, for they deal with ecclesiastical ceremonies or rituals that were to be observed in the external worship of God. Where the term “ceremonies” comes from can be learned from Valerius Maximus, who writes (Memorabil., bk. 1, ch. 1, example 10):


When (Rome) had been captured by the Gauls, the priest of Romulus and the Vestal Virgins, whose responsibility it was, were carrying off the sacred vessels. They had crossed the Pile Bridge1 and were starting down the slope that leads to the Janiculan hill when Lucius Alvanius, who was carrying his wife and children on a cart, caught sight of them. Because he had a higher regard for the public religion than he had love for his personal affairs, he then ordered his family to get off of the cart and put the Virgins and the sacred vessels on it. He abandoned his present course and went to the town of Caere,2 where they were received with great respect. In loving memory they show their hospitable kindness to this day. Hence the sacred vessels began to be called “ceremonies” [caeremonias] because the people of Caere revered them in the broken state of the republic just as if it were flourishing.



Dionysius Gothofred (Notis ad Festum, p. 1710) recalls that “‘cerus’ in the language of the ancients was the same as ‘sanctus’ [‘holy’].” Some prefer to spell it ceremoniae, which does not fit the etymology of Valerius Maximus.3 It was customary for Hebrews to call the ceremonial laws [image: ] [“ordinances”], in the construct [image: ], in the feminine [image: ] (especially in connection with the word [image: ], which denotes political regulations), from the root [image: ], [meaning] “he established the form of something; he engraved an image.” This was because the Levitical ceremonies were types which especially foreshad-owed Christ and His benefits. The word 4[image: ] in Gen. 49:10 means the sacred and august body of seventy elders who would rise from royal lineage, called the “Sanhedrin” by the Greeks and, through a corrupt word, called [image: ] (“the house of great council”) by rabbinic scholars. After the form of royal governance, those men held the highest level of power and authority among the Israelites in the Babylonian captivity as well as after it until the time of Herod. The Septuagint translators rendered [image: ] as τὰδικαιώματα (justificationes [“righteous deeds”], Exod. 15:26; Deut. 4:1; etc.). This is not because the observance of those ceremonies was the Israelites’ righteousness before God, but because they were types and shadows of Christ and His benefits, whom God made “our righteousness” (1 Cor. 1:30). Sometimes a general term is used and they are called πρoστὰγματα (“statutes,” “ordinances,” Lev. 26:46; Deut. 12:1; etc.). So also vόμιμov (“a legal or lawful statute,” Exod. 28:43; Lev. 3:17); νόμoς (“law,” Exod. 12:43; Num. 9:3; Josh. 24:25; etc.); ὲντoλή (“command,” Deut. 16:12, etc.). Luther translates it Satzungen [“regulations”] and Kirchenrechte [“church laws”]. In Rom. 9:4 they seem to be denoted by the word λατρεία [“worship”], as also in Heb. 9:1, since they were5 external exercises of divine worship.







CHAPTER II: DIVISIONS OF THE CEREMONIAL LAWS

§ 8. Roughly and briefly speaking, the ceremonial laws are divine ordinances about ecclesiastical rites given to the people of Israel through Moses. They can be distinguished in this way: Some contain the ecclesiastical rites to be observed in the public exercise of external worship. All the splendor and ornamentation of the Levitical priesthood, the tabernacle with all its parts and vessels, etc., are of this kind. Yet other [ceremonial laws] prescribe private observances regarding food, clothing, and various washings.

The first kind of ceremonial laws speaks about sacred persons, things, places, or times. The sacred persons in the Old Testament were: (1) the high priest, (2) the other priests, (3) the Levites.

The priests (a) were chosen before the entire people. (b) They were sprinkled with the water of atonement, their hair was shaved, and their bodies were washed. (c) They were dressed in special vestments. (d) They were consecrated through anointing. (e) Sacrifices were offered on their behalf. (f) They were assigned to ministry.

The garments of the high priest were: (1) a linen coat, (2) a blue6 tunic with bells, (3) an ephod, (4) a breastplate or pectoral, (5) a sash, (6) a turban, (7) a gold plate on the front of the turban, (8) linen breeches. The lesser priests had only four of these: the linen coat, breeches, sash, and turban. The chief priest was anointed on the head, but only the hands of the lesser priests were anointed. Levites were not anointed.

The duties of the priests were: (1) to teach the Law and answer questions about it, (2) to pray, (3) to sacrifice, (4) to bless, (5) to diagnose leprosy, (6) to cleanse.

The sacred things were either sacraments or sacrifices, which differ as acts of receiving and giving [λῆψις καὶ λόσις]. There were two sacraments in the Old Testament: circumcision, which was given to Abraham (Genesis 17), and the Passover lamb (Exodus 12). We shall discuss these more fully in their own place [On Circumcision and the Paschal Lamb (Commonplace XXII)]. The sacrifices were of varying kinds, and we shall see to them a bit later [§§ 12–13]. The sacred vessels and utensils may fittingly be categorized with the sacred things.

I take the expression “sacred places” to mean the tabernacle of the covenant along with all its parts. This was followed later by two temples: the first built by Solomon; the second, by Zerubbabel.

Sacred times include feasts and festival days. These were weekly, as the Sabbath (Exod. 20:10; Lev. 23:3); monthly, such as the beginnings of the months (Num. 10:10; [28:11]); or annually. These last either came every year or were commanded to be observed on some particular years. The former were either primary, such as the Feast of Passover, of Weeks, and of Booths (Exod. 23:14; 34:23; Deut. 16:1, 10, 13; some people distinguish the Feast of Ingathering from this); or they were secondary, such as the Feast of Trumpets (Lev. 23:24) and of Atonement (Lev. 23:[27]). The latter were sabbatical years (Lev. 25:4) and jubilee years (Lev. 25:13). The former of these were celebrated every seventh year while the latter were celebrated every fiftieth year.

To the private ordinances I assign the distinction of animals (Lev. 11:2); Levitical uncleanness which one contracted from contact with a woman soon after childbirth [puerpera] (Lev. 12:4), leprosy (Lev. 14:46), or a bodily discharge either natural or of illness (Leviticus 15); the various washings for that uncleanness; rules about food (Lev. 17:12), clothing (Deut. 22:11–12), plowing (v. 10), sowing (v. 9), hunting birds (v. 6), etc.







SECTION I: HOLY PERSONS

A comparison between the Old Testament high priest and Christ.

§ 9. The consecration of the high priest, his attire, and his office are described in Exodus 28–29 and in Leviticus 8. The Epistle to the Hebrews teaches very clearly that he was a type of Christ, who is the one and only high priest of the New Testament. The agreement of type with antitype consists especially in the following points. Just as it was the duty of the high priest to pray for the people, to offer sacrifices, and to carry before the Lord the names of the children of Israel on his breastplate, so Christ “in the days of His flesh offered up prayers and supplications for us with loud cries and tears” (Heb. 5:7) and “has entered into heaven to appear in the presence of God on our behalf” (Heb. 9:24). In fact, “He sits at the right hand of God and intercedes for us” (Rom. 8:34) because He first offered Himself for us on the altar of the cross as “a fragrant offering and sacrifice to God” (Eph. 5:2). At the same time, He wears on His heart, so to speak, the spiritual Israelites and bears them on His shoulders. The beautiful vestments of the high priest made of gold, blue, purple, etc., denote the glory and majesty of Christ and His spiritual attire in the virtues and excellent gifts of the Holy Spirit. Ps. 45:7–8: “Your God has anointed You with the oil of gladness above Your fellows; Your vestments are all fragrant with myrrh and aloes and cassia.”

The Urim and Thummim.

On the breastplate of the high priest were the Urim and Thummim, which they translate as “doctrine and truth,” “illuminations and perfections.” The use of this breastplate was for the priests, wearing the robe and ephod, to receive answers through it when they asked questions of the Lord. However, nowhere does it say whether a voice was heard or a vision was given to the priest wearing the breastplate or whether the priest was advised about the will of God by an inner illumination of the Spirit. Hence some claim that whenever God wanted to respond in the affirmative to a priest asking a question about a dubious matter, the jewels would emit a very bright flash. Some rabbinic scholars think that something divine or some sacred names were written; others think that they were very clear stones in which the high priest perfectly saw the judgment of the sons of Israel. Still others think differently about these hidden matters (Münster, commentary on Exodus 28).

** Do see also Paul Fagius, in the Chaldaic paraphrase of Exodus 28; Schindlerus, on the root [image: ]. “The rabbinic scholars think that some writing was put on the double breastplate, either the name [image: ] [’Jehovah’] or something else. Rabbi David Kimchi (commentary on 2 Samuel 25) thinks that the high priest wearing the breastplate was filled with the Holy Spirit and by His prompting responded to the questions.” **

Josephus writes on this subject (Antiq., bk. 3, ch. 9): “One of the two stones the priest was wearing on his shoulders would glisten. Every time a favorable response was given, the one on his right shoulder would emit such a glow that it would be visible even to onlookers at a distance.” Rabbi David Kimchi (commentary on Judges 20) notes that this was the way they inquired of God:


Whoever wanted to inquire as to a public matter or an otherwise grave matter would go to the priest. The priest, wearing the ephod, would stand before the ark of the Lord. The ephod, or breastplate, contained twelve precious stones engraved with the names of the twelve tribes in addition to the names of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Thus all the letters of the alphabet were there on the stones. The inquirer had to face the priest and ask his question, not so loudly that his voice could be heard nor so softly that he was merely thinking his inquiry in his heart, but the way Hannah, it says [1 Sam. 1:13], prayed, only moving her lips without making any audible sound. Then an oracle would be given to the priest in this way: some letters on the breastplate would stand out by the power of the Holy Spirit (either by their placement or by glowing), and in them the priest would read the oracle and will of God. These are the Urim and Thummim the priest wore on the breastplate.



(Those are Kimchi’s words.) This can fittingly be applied to Christ, who has made known to us the counsel of God for our salvation (John 1:18), who not only offers to us outwardly in His Word the perfect truth of heavenly doctrine but also illumines our hearts within with the Holy Spirit so that illumination and perfection truly do come down from Him.

Just as on the skirts of the priestly robe there were bells whose sound would be heard when the priest would enter and depart from the sanctuary in the sight of God, so also Christ in the days of His flesh spread far and wide the fame of His teaching and miracles. Moreover, He even caused the sound of the apostles’ preaching to go out into all the earth (Ps. 19:4).

Just as the golden plate the high priest wore on his forehead had been engraved with these words: “The Holiness of the Lord” [Exod. 28:36], so Christ is our “Holy of Holies” (Dan. 9:24), who “sanctified Himself for us” (John 17:19). So even the title affixed to His cross testified that He was a Nazarene uniquely consecrated to the Lord [cf. Matt. 27:37].

The unsewn, white linen robe denoted the innocence of Christ; the turban, His royal dignity; the girdle, His promptness to carry out the parts of the office committed to Him.

The high priest used to be anointed and consecrated with holy oil poured onto his head. So also Christ “was anointed with the oil of gladness” (that is, with the Holy Spirit) “above all His fellows” (Ps. 45:7), seeing as He received the Holy Spirit “without measure” (John 3:34).

The high priest was permitted to marry only a virgin (Lev. 21:13). So also the church and every faithful soul as the spiritual Bride of Christ ought to be a virgin and should not cling to the devil by spiritual fornication. 2 Cor. 11:2: “I betrothed you to one husband to present you as a pure virgin to Christ.”

Anyone who suffered from an unsightly bodily blemish could not serve as a priest (Lev. 21:17). No stain of sin was found on Christ, the high priest of the New Testament (Isa. 53:9; 1 Pet. 2:22).

We leave the rest of the points of comparison to the private investigation and meditation of the learned. (In regard to the vestments of the high priest, see Isidore of Seville, commentary on Exodus, ch. 54; Rupert, De Trin., bk. 4, ch. 23; Gregory, Moral., bk. 28, ch. 9. Concerning the jewels on the breastplate, see Epiphanius, De duod. lapidibus Aaronis; and Francis Rueus, De gemmis; etc.)

The difference between the Old Testament high priest and Christ.

§ 10. Of course, “Christ has obtained a far better ministry [λειτoνργίας],” as He is the Mediator of a better testament, than what the Old Testament priests obtained (Heb. 8:6). Therefore the difference between the two priesthoods is also noteworthy. The priests of the Old Testament were only men, “chosen from among men” (Heb. 5:1), and “beset with the weakness of sin” (v. 2). As a result, they had “to offer sacrifices for their own sins” (v. 3). But Christ, our High Priest, is “without father” according to His humanity, “without mother” according to His divinity, “without genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life but, resembling the Son of God, He remains a priest forever” [Heb. 7:3]. “He is blameless, unstained, distinct from sinners” (v. 26).

Priests of the Old Testament were chosen from the tribe of Levi, following the line of Aaron (Heb. 7:5); but Christ came from the royal tribe of Judah, “and Moses said nothing about that tribe as regards the priesthood” (v. 14). Therefore God named Him a priest “according to the order of Melchizedek” (Ps. 110:4; Heb. 5:10). “This Melchizedek was king of Salem, priest of the Most High God, who blessed Abraham on his return from the slaughter” (Heb. 7:1) “and received tithes from him” (v. 2). Christ is like him as King of righteousness and peace (v. 3), greater than all the Levitical priests (v. 10), having neither associate nor successor as did the other priests of the Old Testament.

There were many of them “because they were prevented by death from persisting” (v. 23); but [Christ] “possesses an eternal priesthood because He continues forever” (v. 24), because “He forever sits at the right hand of God” (Heb. 10:12), “waiting as for the rest until His enemies should be made a stool for His feet” (v. 13).

The Old Testament priests were appointed without an oath. But He was appointed by the oath of the one who said to Him: “The Lord has sworn and will not change His mind: ‘You are priest forever’” (Heb. 7:21). “The Law appoints men as priests who have weakness, but the word of the oath which came later than the Law appoints a Son who is perfect forever” (v. 28).

“They served a copy and shadow of the heavenly things, but He is the Mediator and Priest of a new and better covenant” (Heb. 8:5–6). “Every year they entered the Holy of Holies made by hands” (Heb. 9:7), “but Christ has entered not into a sanctuary made with hands but into heaven itself ” (v. 24). “Nor was it to offer up Himself repeatedly, as the high priest entered the holy place every year with blood not his own” (v. 25); “rather, He has appeared once for all at the end of the ages to destroy sin by the sacrifice of Himself ” (v. 26).

“They ministered daily and repeatedly offered the same sacrifices, which could never take away sins” (Heb. 10:11). “However, He offered a single sacrifice for sins” (v. 12) and “by a single oblation forever brought to consummation those who are to be sanctified” (v. 14). “They [entered] through the blood of goats and calves, but He entered the Holy of Holies once for all through His own blood and secured an eternal redemption” (Heb. 9:12).







SECTION II: HOLY THINGS, NAMELY, THE SACRAMENTS AND SACRIFICES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

How the sacraments of the Old Testament pertain to the ceremonial laws.

§ 11. Commentators relate the sacraments of the Old Testament to the ceremonial laws, yet this does not come without difficulty, given that sacraments, properly speaking, are seals of Gospel promises. In this respect, they belong to the Gospel rather than to the Law. Furthermore, if sacraments are to be applied to the ceremonial laws absolutely, the consequence will be that Christ, in instituting new sacraments, also gave new laws. The Scholastics do indeed argue that the sacraments of the Old Testament did not confer grace because the Lord imposed them for burden and servitude. Thomas tries to prove this ([ST,] part 3, q. 62, art. 6) “because the sacraments of the old Law did not have any power from the Passion of Christ. They only signified it.” Biel (Sent., bk. 4, dist. 1, q. 3) uses this proof: “Every grace is justifying for him to whom it is given, but no one is justified by the sacraments of the old Law.” Thus, at the Council of Florence in 1439, it was decreed under Pope Eugene: “The sacraments of the old Law did not cause grace but only prefigured the grace that was going to be given through the Passion of Christ.” This position was also embraced by the Council of Trent (session 7, canon 2) and by its champion Bellarmine (De sacram., bk. 2, ch. 13). If this hypothesis were to stand, one could easily say how the Old Testament sacraments belong to legal ceremonies, but we shall prove the falseness of this assertion in its own place [On the Sacraments (Commonplace XXI), §§ 60–77].

Clearly this truly evangelical promise has been connected to circumcision (Gen. 17:7): “I shall be your God and the God of your descendants.” According to the interpretation in Lev. 26:12; Jer. 31:[1]; Matt. 22:32; and elsewhere, this promises the grace, presence, and special indwelling of God and, therefore, eternal life itself. That is why the apostle calls circumcision “the seal of the righteousness of faith” (Rom. 4:11). Therefore the sacraments of the Old Testament cannot and should not be considered as a sort of slavish burden that was imposed upon the Israelites to discipline the flesh.

Therefore consider it in the following way. If we understand “ceremonies” in general to mean any external, visible rites, then we concede that the sacraments can be assigned to the ceremonial laws since in the New Testament, with regard to their external element, they were removed along with the rest of the Levitical ceremonies, and others took their place. However, if we understand “ceremonies” to mean specifically the lawful ordinances about the sort of rituals that were only reminders about sin but not the remedy for sin; that were merely the mainstays of public assemblies but not the means through which the Israelites were accepted into the covenant of grace; that were merely types of the benefits of Christ but not the imparting instruments [organa μεταδoτικά]—then we say that the sacraments of the Old Testament must not be assigned to the ceremonial laws, since by God’s intent and their very nature they were seals of the Gospel promise, remedies for sin, instruments of the benefits of Christ. We shall speak in greater detail about this subject in our commonplace On the Sacraments [(Commonplace XXI), §§ 60–77], where we shall also treat the question “Were there other sacraments in the Old Testament in addition to circumcision and the paschal lamb, such as the sacrifices, the Levitical washings, the eating of manna, the gushing forth and drinking of water from the rock, etc.?” [cf. On the Sacraments (Commonplace XXI), § 70].

Classification of the sacrifices.

§ 12. There were various kinds of sacrifices. We shall enumerate their differences in order to understand [the various kinds] more correctly. The differences of the sacrifices are taken:

From the efficient cause.

(1) From the efficient cause.7 You see, [sacrifices] were offered either by the high priest or the lesser priests. Here note that we are discussing the sacrifices commanded and prescribed by a certain Mosaic law. Prior to Moses, the ministry of sacrifices had not yet been restricted to a certain tribe and persons, but individual patriarchs were allowed to sacrifice. Nevertheless after Moses, when the hierarchy of the Israelite church had been established, that divine worship was committed to a certain tribe and to certain persons. Every year the high priest, and only he, would enter the Holy of Holies just one time. The lesser priests were joined to him, and they, too, offered their own sacrifices and conducted other public sacred rites, though not in the actual Holy of Holies but in the secondary part of the tabernacle. In turn these were served by the Levites, though not in sacrificing but in keeping watch in front of the tabernacle and in carrying out the duties of the office entrusted to them. This arrangement of God where only the priests were allowed to sacrifice was observed so religiously and scrupulously that to transgress it made one guilty of death. Num. 3:10: “If anyone else comes near, let him be put to death.”

From the material cause.

(2) From the material cause.8 In the sacrifices, either animals or produce were offered. The animals were either four-footed or flying. The former were either large (such as a kind of cattle: a calf, bullock, ox, cow, for instance) or small (such as a kind of goat: the he-goat and kid, for instance; or a kind of sheep: such as the lamb and the ram). From the category of flying creatures the dove and the turtledove were offered. The produce or things coming from the earth that were offered were either liquid (such as wine and oil) or dry (such as incense, salt, grain, produce, bread—baked in an oven, a baking pan, on a griddle, or the like).

From the formal cause.

(3) From the formal cause.9 Every sacrifice had its own rituals and feast days assigned to it. These can be found from Leviticus. Thus a whole burnt offering [holocaustum] would be burned in its entirety. In a peace offering [sacrificium pacificorum] only the fat would be burned as a pleasing aroma to God, but the breast and side would go to the priests while the laity ate the rest of the meat, etc.

From the final cause.

(4) From the final cause.10 In this way the whole burnt offering was burned to reverence God’s majesty or, as Philo says, to honor and propitiate God. The sin or guilt sacrifice was for the remission of sins. The peace offering was made either to give thanks for benefits received or because of a vow made to obtain benefits. Suidas classifies all the sacrifices as: (a) δωρoφoρικά, offering a gift to God; (b) ἀπoλυτρωτικὰ, redeeming; (c) διαλλακτικά, appeasing or reconciling; (d) ἀπoπληστικόν, fulfilling vows. Sacrifice is commonly divided into propitiatory [ἱλαστικόν] and thanksgiving [εὑχαριστικόν]. In the former, a type was offered of the one-and-only propitiatory sacrifice which Christ was going to offer on the altar of the cross; but in the latter the children of Israel demonstrated their obedience and gratitude to God.

From the object.

(5) From the object. One sacrifice would be offered for the priests—either to consecrate or to propitiate them—another for rulers, another for the whole population, another for a private person.

From the subject.

(6) From the subject. One sacrifice would be offered in the Holy of Holies; another, in the secondary part of the tabernacle. Likewise, some would be slain at the north side of the altar, and these were said to be the most holy; and some would be killed in any place in the atrium, and they were said to be commonly holy.

From additional circumstances.

(7) From additional circumstances. In this way, with respect to dignity, the whole burnt offering held first place since the entire thing was burned with no remains but the skin. The sin offering had second place, for only the priests would eat it in the atrium, and only on the day of the sacrifice. The peace offerings had third place, for they were eaten on the actual day of the sacrifice, not everywhere, but only in Jerusalem. The peace offerings that were made due to a vow had fourth place, for they could be eaten even on the following day.

With respect to time, some sacrifices were perpetual while others were offered at various times.

An account of the Levitical sacrifices.

§ 13. ** Gualterus lists the Levitical sacrifices in this way (commentary on Mark 12):


Sacrifice is either ἱλαστικόν (“propitiatory”) or εὐχαριστικόν (“of thanksgiving”). Propitiatory sacrifice is either universal or particular. The universal was διαλλακτικόν [“mediating”] for all sins, or it signified the expiation of all sins through Christ, for instance, the whole burnt offering of large and small livestock. It was known as ὁλόκαυστoν or ὁλoκαύτωμα to the Greeks, and to the Hebrews as [image: ] (“going up”) from the root [image: ] (“he went up”). This was either because the whole thing would go up on or be placed on the altar (Rabbi David Kimchi favors this position); or because the whole thing would ascend and go up in smoke; or because the first kind of sacrifice was the holiest of all, and it would therefore “ascend,” that is, surpass the others in excellence. The particular [propitiatory sacrifice] was for certain sins, otherwise called ἀπoλυτρωτικόν[“redeeming”], and is of two kinds: one which is said to be for sin [peccatum] and the other for transgression [delictum]. The Septuagint calls the sacrifice for sin θυσίαν περὶ ἁμαρτίας; Luther, Sündopfer; and the Hebrews, [image: ] from the root [image: ] (“he sinned”). This kind of sacrifice expiated for sins committed involuntarily or from error or ignorance. The sacrifice for transgression the Septuagint calls θυσίαν περὶ ἁμαρτίας; Luther, Schuldopfer [“guilt offering”]; and the Hebrews, [image: ] (“transgression, blame, guilt”) from the root [image: ] (“he trespassed shamefully”). A sacrifice for transgression was where a sin committed willfully, knowingly, willingly, and deliberately was expiated by sacrificing a ram. The sacrifice of thanksgiving is twofold: simple and mixed. The simple was where the offerings were of one kind, and this again was twofold: the peace offering and the minchah (or “oblation”). The peace sacrifice or [peace] offering the Septuagint calls θυσὶαν σωτηρὶoυ; Luther, Dankopfer [“thankoffering”]; and the Hebrews, [image: ] [“peace offering”]. It was either spontaneous and offered from heartfelt devotion apart from any compulsion, or11 it was votive and given due to an agreement [ex pacto]; that is, it was something one promised in [times of] danger or need that he would give to God in the church if delivered. Minchah (or “oblation”) the Septuagint calls δῶρoν [“gift”] and θυσία [“sacrifice”]; Luther, Speisopfer [“food offering”]. It is from the root [image: ] (“to offer”), for they would offer an honorary gift to God from the fruits of the earth to show that God was their Creator and to show some indication of their gratitude. The mixed sacrifice of thanksgiving the Septuagint calls θυσὶαν αἰνέσεως (“sacrifice of praise”); Luther, Lobopfer [“sacrifice of praise”]; and the Hebrews, [image: ] [“thanksgivthanksgiving”]. It consisted of different kinds of things—namely, of animals and fruits of the earth—and was offered to God to express gratitude for benefits received. **



First, the burnt offering.

We shall recount the sacrifices in this order. (1) First was the whole burnt offering [holocaustum], [image: ], from “elevating” or “ascending,” because it was elevated above the altar, and its fragrance would ascend on high into the presence of the Lord. The Septuagint renders it ὁλoκαύτωμα and ὁλoκαύτωσις because the entire thing was burned. Luther calls it Brandopfer [“burnt offering”], in which respect it is also called [image: ] (Lev. 1:9 and passim), which means “a sacrifice destined for the fire.” Some translate it “aflame.” In Ps. 51:19 it is called [image: ] (“complete, absolute”) because the whole thing was consumed by fire. Sometimes the Septuagint renders it ὁλoκάρπωμα, ὁλoκάρπωσις and, in general, θυσία.

It was the kind of sacrifice in which, to propitiate and honor God, the entire sacrificial victim was consumed on the altar by fire, with no remains except the skin, which would go to the priest. It was made of four-legged beasts, either large (such as the ox and calf ) or small (such as the ram, goat, and kid); or it was made from birds (such as the turtledove and doves). It was a type of the true and only propitiatory sacrifice when Christ, lifted upon the altar of the cross and enflamed by the fire of love, “offered Himself up to His heavenly Father as an aroma of sweetness” (Eph. 5:2). Species of this sacrifice were: the perpetual sacrifice ( [image: ], ὁλoκαύτωσις ἐνδελεχῶς, ὁλoκαύτωμα ἐνδελεχισμoῦ), which had to be offered daily, morning and evening, the materials for which were unspotted yearling lambs, fine wheat flour, and oil. There was also the whole burnt offering of the Sabbath, which offered twice as much as the perpetual sacrifice. There was the whole burnt offering of the new moon in which they would offer two bullocks, one ram, seven spotless yearling lambs, three tenths of an ephah of fine wheat flour mixed with oil, etc. Now, the perpetual sacrifice signified that the fruit of the sacrifice offered by Christ, the Lamb of God, would endure forever. Heb. 13:8: “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday and today and forever.” Rev. 13:8: “The Lamb which was slain from the beginning of the world.”

Second, the sin offering.

(2) The sacrifice for sin ( [image: ], θυσία περὶ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, Sündopfer)—that is, a sin committed by ignorance—was offered for the sin of a priest, a ruler, all the people, or a private individual. For the sin of the priest or the people, a calf was offered; for the sin of a ruler, a goat; for the sin of a private individual, if he were very important, a she-goat or ewe; if of middling fortune, two turtledoves or two dove chicks; and if he were poor, a tenth of an ephah of fine wheat flour. (See Leviticus 4–5.)

Third, the sacrifice for transgression.

(3) The sacrifice for transgression ([image: ], θυσία περὶ τῆς πλημμελείας, Schuldopfer) was for what was committed out of evil and malicious intent. It consisted of a whole ram. (See Lev. 6:6; 7:1[–7].)

Fourth, the sacrifice of consecration.

(4) The sacrifice of consecration was the one by which priests were inaugurated and consecrated. In this sacrifice a bullock was offered for sin; a ram, as a whole burnt offering; and the ram of fulfillments. (See Exodus 29 and Leviticus 8.) This is called [image: ][image: ], ὁλoκαύτωμα τελειώσεως [“whole burnt offering of fulfillment”] (Lev. 8:[28]).

Fifth, the sacrifice of purification.

(5) The sacrifice of purification ([image: ]) concerned the uncleanness of childbirth. For this, after the specified days of purification, a yearling lamb was offered as a whole burnt offering and a young dove or turtledove as a sin offering. However, if she were too poor and unable to offer a lamb, she would take two turtledoves or two young doves (Lev. 12:6, 8). [The sacrifice of purification also concerned] the uncleanness of leprosy. For this, after the rituals of cleansing were finished, two spotless lambs were offered as well as one spotless yearling ewe lamb, three tenths of an ephah of fine wheat flour mixed with oil for a minchah, and a log of oil. However, if the person were too poor, it would be one male lamb for a [sacrifice of ] transgression, a tenth of an ephah of fine wheat flour, two turtledoves or two young doves. (See Lev. 14:10, 21–22.) [The sacrifice of purification also concerned] the uncleanness of a man with a seminal discharge. For this, after the requisite seven days and the washing of his clothing, two turtledoves or two young doves were offered (Lev. 15:14). [The sacrifice of purification also concerned] the uncleanness of a woman stained naturally with menstrual blood or sickly with a discharge. For this, two turtledoves or two young doves would also be offered (Lev. 15:29).

Sixth, the sacrifice of atonement.

(6) There was the sacrifice of atonement in which the chief priest [image: ] (“expiated”): (a) Himself along with his entire household through the offering of a bullock and ram before entering the sanctuary. (b) The tabernacle of testimony through the sprinkling of the blood of a goat. (c) The altar of incense through the blood of a goat and the blood of a bull. (d) The entire Israelite church through the goat sent out into the wilderness, upon which were laid the iniquities of the children of Israel. (See Leviticus 16.)

Seventh, minchah sacrifice.

(7) The [image: ] [minchah, “(grain) offering”] sacrifice in general signifies any gift or donation offered in honor to someone, which is carried slowly and in a sort of parade. Specifically, they used a sacrifice of coarse meal, of emmer. The Septuagint calls it θυσίανδῶρoν [“sacrifice, gift”], a Speisopfer [“food offering”]. It was offered in thanksgiving for nourishment and for the sustenance of life, and therefore its material was taken only from the fruits of the earth. Its five kinds are listed in Leviticus 2. The first was a material of fine wheat flour with oil poured in and incense placed on top. The second kind was either unleavened cakes of fine flour mixed with oil or unleavened wafers from fine flour spread with oil. Both were baked in an oven. The third kind was unleavened fine flour mixed with oil and baked on a griddle; later it was broken into pieces and had oil poured on it. The fourth kind was unleavened fine flour baked in a pan with oil. The fifth kind was ears of the firstfruits of grain roasted on the fire, crushed, with oil and frankincense poured over them.

Eighth, the sacrifice of peace offerings.

(8) The sacrifice of peace offering ([image: ], θυσία σωτηρίoυ) was twofold, as is clear from Lev. 7[:11–18]. The first was of gratitude for a benefit given by God; the latter, of a spontaneous vow for the gaining of peace and safety. The rituals for this sacrifice are described in Lev. 7[:11–18]; 10[:12–15]. Namely, a clean animal had to be offered, and only its fat was burned. Its breast and thigh were given to the priest, and the rest of the flesh was eaten by the people unstained by Levitical uncleanness. Whatever was left on the third day would be burned in the fire.

Ninth, the offering of the firstfruits.

(9) The offering of the firstfruits came from those things which were produced first, whether from man, beast, or seeds of the earth. Furthermore, there were two firstfruit offerings. Some were offered according to the prescription of the law in Exodus 22 and Numbers [3]. Others, however, were a result of a voluntary vow (Numbers 18). In fact, specific kinds of firstfruits had been defined by God’s command, which we shall list under these main headings. The word “firstfruits” includes: (a) The firstborn of men, who had to be ransomed at a certain price, namely, five shekels. Also the Lord says carefully that He chose the tribe of Levi for the ministry instead of the firstborn of the people. This fittingly applies as a type to Christ, the one high priest of the New Testament, who “consecrated Himself for us” (John 17:19), because otherwise we would have to fear the angel of death no less than did the firstborn of the Egyptians. In remembrance of this freeing, the firstborn of people were sacred to God. The firstborn of unclean animals were redeemed with money. The firstborn of a donkey had to be ransomed with a sheep or be killed. The firstborn of clean animals, however, were offered as a sacrifice (Num. 18:15[–18]). They were offered on the eighth day. Exod. 22:30: “Seven days the animal will be with its mother, but on the eighth day you will give it to Me.” (This statute foreshadowed the festival of the eternal Sabbath; before arriving at it, we must be fed in this life at the breasts of mother church.) (b) The novalia12 or the firstfruits of the new fruits growing from the earth (Deut. 26:2[–11]). (c) A sheaf of ears of grain which had to be offered on the second day of Passover (Lev. 23:10[–11]). (d) Grain crushed from fresh ears that had not yet been put to the millstone (Lev. 2:14[–16]). (e) Two loaves of leavened bread made from two tenths of leavened fine flour for the Feast of Pentecost (Lev. 23:16[–17]). (f) Cakes or foods (Num. 15:19[–21]).

Tenth, the tithe offering.

(10) The tithe offering was a tenth part of all the fruits gathered both from the earth and from the animals. That tithe was offered partly to God as a sacrifice and partly was given over for the use of the priests (Lev. 27[:30–33; Deut. 14:22–29]).

Eleventh, the Passover lamb.

(11) Some include the Passover lamb [agnum paschalem], arguing that it was simultaneously sacrifice and sacrament. We shall look more closely at this subject in its own place [On the Sacraments (Commonplace XXI), §§ 60–77].

Twelfth, the red heifer.

(12) Some also include the ritual of the red heifer killed and burned outside the camp, the ashes of which were kept to be used with the water of purification (Num. 19[:1–10]). However, it is doubtful whether this rite was a sacrifice, properly speaking, since it was really more a preparatory and ministerial act attendant to the ceremonies of Levitical purification.

The five requirements for any sacrifice.

§ 14. Moreover, if we examine the Levitical cult of sacrifices established through Moses in more detail, five essential features of any true sacrifice will stand out: (1) a specific thing to be offered in it, (2) a specific ritual for offering, (3) a specific person to administer the rituals, (4) a specific place designated for this action, (5) a specific end purpose for which the offering was to be undertaken. Each and every one of these was not up to the private judgment of people but was established and determined by God.

Whether Abel, Noah, and the other patriarchs had a divine mandate regarding sacrifice.

Now, when it comes to the Levitical ceremonies, it is abundantly clear that each and every one of their essential features was listed and commanded by God, but when it comes to the sacrifices of Abel, Noah, and the rest of the patriarchs before Moses, some people doubt whether there was any divine command given to them regarding what they were to offer. No such thing seems to have been expressed word for word in the Book of Genesis.

** Therefore Bellarmine writes (De sacrament. in gen., bk. 2, ch. 31): “The worship of Abel, who offered from the fat of his herd, and the worship of Jacob, who put up a stone as a sign, pleased God even though He had not commanded those acts of worship.” Salmeron says the same thing (on 1 Timothy 2, disput. 8, toward the end). **

You see, even though Moses, who recorded the historical accounts of so many centuries with remarkable brevity, does not explicitly mention the revelation and divinely published command regarding offering sacrifices, far be it from us to claim that the most holy patriarchs thought up the rite of sacrificing purely by their own choice and private intent.

After all, in the first place, the history of the church of all times shows that selfchosen acts of worship [ἐθελoθρησκείας] have always been odious and opposed to God. Who, then, would believe that they were pleasing to Him as the primitive church first began to bud? Deut. 4:2; 12:32: “Only do that which I command you, and do not add anything nor take anything away.” Deut. 12:8: “You will not each do whatever seems right to you.” Num. 15:39[–40]: “Do not follow after your own thoughts and eyes, which you tend to whore after, but rather remember the commandments of God and do them.” Isa. 1:12: “Who has required this from your hands?” Isa. 29:13; Matt. 15:9: “In vain do they worship Me, teaching the precepts of men,” etc. The examples of Aaron’s calf-worship, the household gods of Micah [Judg. 17:5], and the bullocks of Jeroboam [cf. 1 Kings 12:28–29] prove this same point.

Second, all of sacred history testifies that God, being merciful and of His superabundant grace, has always established some external and visible sign of His grace through His Word so that people may be reminded by an external work and sign the more surely to know that God is favorably disposed and propitious toward them. Therefore the patriarchs also had such a divinely instituted sign, which is blessed Luther’s argument (on Genesis 4).13

Third, whatever worship God approves and regards must necessarily have God as its author. God approved and regarded the sacrifices of the patriarchs. Therefore the sacrifices of the patriarchs were authorized and instituted by God. The major premise is proved from the apostolic aphorisms: Rom. 14:23: “Whatever is not from faith is sin”; and Heb. 11:6: “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” But now, faith and the Word, both of command and promise, are correlates according as whatever happens without the Word cannot be done from faith and, consequently, cannot please God. The truth of the minor premise is undoubted. Gen. 4:4: “God had regard for Abel and his sacrifice.” The Chaldaic paraphrase has that God received Abel’s gift with His good-pleasure. Augustine rightly concludes that there was an external and visible sign of God’s good-pleasure (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, ch. 7). The nature of this [sign] is clear from the sacrifices of the other patriarchs which were consumed by fire sent down from heaven (e.g., Abraham’s [sacrifice] in Gen. 15:17; Aaron’s in Lev. 9:24; Elijah’s in 1 Kings 18:38; Solomon’s in 2 Chron. 7:1). Hence, according to Jerome, Theodotion translated the words of Moses in the Hebrew [textual] traditions thus: “The Lord set fire upon (ἐνεπύρησεν) Abel and upon his sacrifice.” In Gen. 8:21 we are told about the sacrifice of Noah that “the Lord smelled the pleasing odor” or, as the Chaldaic paraphrase has it, that “the Lord received his offering with His good-pleasure.” The same judgment should stand for the sacrifices of the rest of the patriarchs.

Fourth, from the fact that in Gen. 7:2 Noah is ordered to take seven clean animals but only a pair of unclean into the ark, Ambrose (De Noah et arca, ch. 22), Chrysostom (on Genesis, homily 24), and Theodoret14 quite rightly conclude that he noted the will of God about the ritual of sacrificing from this commandment: “He prescribed that three pairs be kept for the increase of its kind and the one extra one for an offering.”

Fifth, whatever sacrifices are offered from faith must necessarily have a divine institution. Yet the sacrifices of the patriarchs were offered from faith. Therefore they had a divine institution. The truth of the major premise is clear because “faith comes from hearing and hearing by the Word of God” (Rom. 10:17). True faith can arise only from the Word wherein God has revealed His will. Self-chosen kinds of worship cannot leave consciences sure and at peace that God approves of them, for the mind of man always wonders: “Who knows whether this pleases God?” Consequently, for something to be done from faith, the Word of God must be present and illumine us. It is further required that one believe in Christ, that he is pleasing to God through and because of Him. The truth of the minor premise is written in Heb. 11:4: “By faith Abel offered to God a more worthy sacrifice than Cain, through which [faith] he received proof that he was righteous, for God bore witness about his gifts.”

** Adam would not have dared with great trepidation to sacrifice even a paltry sparrow, if he had not received the explicit office of sacrificing as he had the office of teaching. In Gen. 7:2 clean and unclean animals are mentioned. In Gen. 14:20 tithes are mentioned which would be given to the priests from war. Gen. 27:15 speaks about the very special and elegant vestments which the priests alone were to wear. According to Gen. 49:3 the patriarchs conferred priestly dignity on the firstborn. Because of his eating the forbidden fruit, Adam had experienced tremendous disaster; who, then, would believe that on his private choice he dared to offer sacrifices in such consternation? Just as Jacob received an express command about building an altar and then about sacrificing—in Gen. 35:1 God speaks to Jacob: “Arise, go up to Bethel and stay there. Build an altar to God who appeared to you.”—so also the other patriarchs before Jacob did not build altars and offer sacrifices without a command. When God prepared clothes of skins for our first parents, He taught them to sacrifice, for one must not think that He was only concerned about covering their bodies but neglected to remedy sin. **

This is also clear from the fact that God regarded and accepted the sacrifices of the patriarchs. The reason for this was, as Chrysostom (on Genesis 8) correctly says, faith in the promised Messiah, whose propitiatory sacrifice offered on the altar of the cross was prefigured by the sacrifices of the Old Testament.

Finally, human reason could not have discovered or invented any relation between God, who is spirit, and the external rite of sacrifices. As the poet says: “The gods of heaven delight not in the slaying of an ox but in faith, which must be shown even without proof.”15

As far as the sacrifices of the Gentiles are concerned, they did not so much invent these to placate an incorporeal God as to borrow them from the Israelites out of corrupt rivalry, so to speak. Therefore, because human reason sees no relation between a spiritual God and carnal sacrifices, between an all-merciful God and the bloody slaying of sacrificial victims, it follows that the ritual for the sacrifices was revealed and commanded by God so that in these there would be a type of the only propitiatory sacrifice that was going to be offered on the altar of the cross, which itself also proves clearly that the ritual of sacrificing was commanded by God. For the patriarchs could not have discovered that type in the sacrifices any more than they could have thought up the very promise of the Messiah by their own choice. I would have this noted carefully.

The place of sacrifices.

§ 15. Therefore it is certain that all the sacrifices of the Old Testament faithful were divinely instituted and established by a sure word of command. It is God who not only prescribed through Moses particular rituals and circumstances for sacrifices but also revealed the same to the patriarchs before Moses. He also assigned a certain place for sacrifices, namely, the tabernacle and, later, the temple in Jerusalem. Deut. 12:5–6: “You will seek the place where Jehovah your God will select out of all your tribes to put His name and make His habitation there. You shall go there and bring your whole burnt offerings and sacrifices, your tithes and the offerings of your hand, your votive offerings, your freewill offerings, and the firstborn of your herds and of your flocks.” Lev. 17:9: “Whoever does not bring his sacrifice to Jehovah at the door of the tabernacle of the meeting, that man shall be cut off from his people.” In this case, God not only intended that the obedience of the Israelites should be exercised and proved, but He also prefigured how Christ would offer His propitiatory sacrifice in Jerusalem. In fact, the tabernacle and the temple at Jerusalem were types of the church, in which alone flourishes the fruit of Christ’s Passion and in which alone people can offer sacrifices of thanksgiving [eucharistica sacrificia] acceptable to God.

** (From 1 Sam. 9:12; 16:5; and even 7:17 we gather that some prophets had sacrifices offered even in places other than the tabernacle and at the altar of Moses by special inspiration from God. Still, these were only sacrifices of thanksgiving.) **

Therefore to keep offering those figurative sacrifices after the temple in Jerusalem was destroyed is sin no less than and, in fact, more grave than how the Israelites offered their own sacrifices on the high places, under the trees, and in groves, who so often were accused of idolatry on account of this.

** Here the question arises: (1) What should be said about the sacrifices offered after the Babylonian captivity? God forbids sacrificing using “strange fire” (Lev. 9:24–10:1; Num. 3:4; 26:61; etc.). Adrichomius (Descript. Hierosol., ch. 88) reports that “according to 2 Maccabees 1:19[–20], the fire sent down upon the altar of the burnt offering at the time of Aaron was sustained (this can also be deduced from Lev. 6:9) up until the time of the Babylonian captivity, but then it was hidden at the bottom of a well; in the end nothing was found there but water.” However, from the following verses [2 Maccabees 1:]21–22, one may quite well conclude that even after the Babylonian captivity ended, God gave the Jews a new fire from heaven when they had returned from slavery, undoubtedly because of the very ardent prayers raised by Nehemiah. Adrichomius (Theatr.) surmises that the water was turned into fire by God. (2) The question arises: Would there have been sacrifices in the state of innocence? No, because they are types of the sacrifice the Messiah was going to offer on the altar of the cross. If man had not fallen, then Christ would not have come. The same is concluded from the points of doctrine Adam had to teach his descendants. Gregorius de Valentia (De sacrif. missae, bk. 1, ch. 4): “If it is not the permanent counsel of God that every law which He Himself has sanctioned for men has a priesthood connected to it and thus also a sacrifice, then the apostle would not have been correct in concluding that the Levitical law was removed since its priesthood was removed, and with the removal of the priesthood of any law the removal of the law must follow.” Now, one could respond that the law could have continued without the priesthood. Thus when, to draw his conclusion, he takes up his general proposition that “the removal of the priesthood necessarily means the removal of the law,” he silently posits a second proposition, namely, that it is a decree of God that no law of His exists without a priesthood and therefore without a sacrifice, etc. Bellarmine (De missa, ch. 20): “Sacrifice arose along with religion itself.” However, this cannot be proved by any passage of Scripture. **

The main purpose of the sacrifices.

§ 16. The main purpose [finis principalis] of the sacrifices was to recall to mind the coming sacrifice of the Messiah who was going to be offered on the altar of the cross. This is what blessed John the Baptist has in mind when he calls Christ “the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world” (John 1:29, [36]). He is pointing out that all the other lambs offered according to the ceremonial law were not actually the kind which could remove sins but were only types or figures, but that this Jesus is the true sacrificial victim; His offering is the true expiation for sins before God; all the other sacrifices related to this sacrificial Victim are like shadows to a body.

** Hesychius (on Lev. 4:14): “God commanded sacrifice to be made from both kinds, a lamb and a little lamb, to show that Christ, who was slain for us, would save men and women at once.” **

Although not only lambs but also other animals were offered in the sacrifices, the name “Lamb” is especially given to Christ because the slaying of the Passover lamb was an especially clear figure of the Son of God as a sacrificial victim, and because the continual sacrifice, offered morning and evening, was a spotless lamb. In addition, a lamb’s characteristics very aptly sketched the innocence, gentleness, and voluntary obedience of Christ. For this reason Isaiah also uses this kind of comparison (Isa. 53:[7]): “He is silent like a lamb that is led to the slaughter.” It was because of this main purpose for the sacrifices that Abel “offered a greater, or more precious, sacrifice by faith” (Heb. 11:4), that is, because in the type of the sacrifice he was looking to the coming sacrifice of Christ from which alone he hoped for and received the forgiveness of sins. It is for this reason that the Lamb is said to have been “slain from the beginning of the world” (Rev. 13:8), not only with respect to the decree and foreknowledge of God but also with respect to the promise, with respect to the type in the sacrifices, and with respect to its efficacy, for He is “the Lamb that takes away the sins of the world” [John 1:29]; which is to say, the benefits of this Lamb apply to the whole world, to all people who ever lived in the world at any time.

The nonprincipal purposes.

§ 17. There are several nonprincipal [minus principales] purposes for the sacrifices. First, they were the sinews and bonds of the public assemblies. 1 Cor. 10:18: “Consider Israel according to the flesh. Are not those who eat the sacrifices partakers of the altar?”

Second, they served to preserve the Levitical ministry, seeing as the priests supported themselves and their families from the sacrifices, firstfruits, and tithes. Deut. 18:1, 3–5: “The priests, the Levites, and the entire tribe of Levi shall have no portion or inheritance with the rest of Israel. They shall eat the offerings burned to Jehovah as his inheritance. This shall be the priests’ right from the people, from those offering a sacrifice, whether it be ox or sheep: he shall give the shoulder, the cheeks, and the stomach to the priest. The firstfruits of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil and the first of the fleece of your sheep you shall give him. For Jehovah your God has chosen him out of all your tribes to stand to minister in the name of Jehovah,” etc.

Third, they were an object and material, so to speak, around which the Israelites were to prove their obedience and gratitude to God. This is why this grave entreaty is repeated so often: “Keep My Law, and My statutes and judgments.”

Fourth, they served as a “dividing wall,” as the apostle says (Eph. 2:14), by which the Israelites were separated from the nations. Deut. 12:30–32: “You shall not inquire about the gods of the heathen, saying, ’How did these nations serve their gods?—that I may also do likewise.’ You shall not do so to Jehovah your God. Everything that I command you, you shall do.” Justin (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 183): “God devoted Himself to that people” (the Israelites) “and commanded them to offer sacrifices as to His name so that you would not worship idols.” Justin again (Resp. ad. p. 99, p. 352): “God so received the blood of irrational animals as if he who made the sacrifice had offered his own life.” He proves this later from Leviticus 17.

Finally, [the sacrifices] provided many useful admonitions. Thus the breast and the right shoulder were given to the priest to signify that wisdom of the heart is necessary for a minister of the church to teach the people, along with fortitude to endure unjust treatment.

** Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 20, ch. 26): “The sacrificial victims of the old Law, which had to be offered from spotless animals without any blemish, symbolized holy men, of which kind Christ alone was found to be without any sin at all. Consequently, after the judgment, when those who are worthy of such cleansing have been purified by fire, no sin whatsoever will be found in all the saints, and, in this way, they will offer themselves up in righteousness to be completely spotless sacrifices without a single fault.” **

The various sacrifices prefigured the many different benefits of Christ, though in particular the great variety and frequent repetition of the sacrifices signified that the blood of animals did not atone for sins but that a more perfect sacrifice was required (Heb. 10:4).

In Exod. 23:18 they were forbidden to use leaven in the sacrifices. This was a symbol of purity and served to admonish them to “clean out the leaven of wickedness” (1 Cor. 5:7).

No sacrifice could be offered without salt (Lev. 2:13) so that we may learn to exercise wisdom in our works.16 Hugh (on Leviticus): “As salt makes food pleasing and acceptable, so does discernment, symbolized by the word ’salt,’ make our sacrifice pleasing and acceptable.” In fact, one can say salt symbolizes Christ, for He makes us pleasing and acceptable before God, preserves our souls from spoiling spiritually, etc. In Mark 9:50, Christ explains it as a symbol of peace, just as the ancients celebrated “fellowship in salt and table.”17

They were commanded to burn the kidneys along with the long lobe of the liver [Lev. 3:4], signifying that the desires of the flesh must be put to death by the fire of the Holy Spirit [Col. 3:5].

Regarding the command not to eat the blood, it is noteworthy that very grave sins are called “bloods” (Ps. 51:14; Isa. 1:15). Therefore the ban on blood was symbolic of fleeing sins. Thomas ([ST,] part 1, bk. 2, q. 102, art. 3):


The fat and the blood were not used by the priests and those who made the offering because that was characteristic of idolatry. The eating of blood was forbidden so that they would abhor the shedding of human blood. The eating of fat was forbidden so that they might avoid wantonness. Furthermore, because blood is most necessary for life and fat demonstrates an abundance of nourishment, this symbolizes that we receive our life and sufficiency of all good from God. In fact, they prefigure the shedding of Christ’s blood and the fatness of His love through which He offered Himself to God on our behalf.



Glossa (on Leviticus 1): “We offer a calf to God when we overcome the pride of the flesh; a lamb, when we correct our irrational impulses; a kid, when we overcome wantonness; a turtledove, when we preserve our chastity; unleavened bread, when we feast on the unleavened bread of sincerity.” Many more such meanings can be thought up if, with pious dexterity, we compare the rituals of the Levitical sacrifices with the one and only propitiatory sacrifice of Christ and His various benefits, or the thankofferings and spiritual sacrifices of Christians, which include the ministry of the Gospel (Rom. 15:16), the conversion of the heathen (Phil. 2:17), prayers (Rev. 5:8; Ps. 51:19), thanksgiving (Heb. 13:15), doing good (Phil. 4:18; Heb. 13:6), mortification of the old man (Rom. 12:1), martyrdom (Phil. 2:17; 2 Tim. 4:6), and, in general, the entire spiritual worship of Christians (1 Pet. 2:5).

The sacred utensils.

§ 18. The sacred furnishings of the tabernacle and temple should also be categorized with the holy things. We can designate these under the general expression [image: ][image: ] (“sacred vessels and utensils”). With respect to subject, they can be divided into those which once were placed in the tabernacle and were later transferred to the temple of Solomon, and those which Solomon added to the original ones and placed into the temple. The tabernacle and the temple were divided into three parts. The first part was called the Holy of Holies, which only the high priest entered once a year; the second part was the Holy Place, which the priests entered daily; the third part was the courtyard, the place for the people. The Epistle to the Hebrews 9:4–5 lists the contents of the Holy of Holies in the following order.

The golden altar of incense.

(1) The golden altar of incense was used for offering incense when the high priest would enter the Holy of Holies once a year at the Feast of the Atonement (Lev. 16:12). This type was fulfilled by Christ, who offered Himself to the heavenly Father on the altar of the cross with a loud cry and with tears and prayers, and “once for all entered the Holy of Holies through His own blood” (Heb. 9:12). For it is clear from Ps. 51:19 [cf. Ps. 141:2] and Rev. 8:3 that the fragrance of the incense denotes prayers. Here we should mention that, before Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice on the altar of the cross, He first commended His disciples and all believers to His heavenly Father with very ardent prayers (John 17:2).

The ark of the covenant.

(2) The ark of the covenant was made of shittim wood, covered entirely with gold sheets inside and out, decorated above with a molding of gold around it and four rings on its sides. Its structure is described in greater detail in Exod. 25:10[–22]. This ark of the covenant denotes Christ, the Mediator of the New Testament. As the ark consisted of gold and wood, so Christ consists of the divine and human natures personally united. Shittim wood, by the interpretation of Rabbi D. Kimchi, was the best kind of cedar, hardly susceptible to rotting. So Christ’s human nature did not see corruption (Ps. 16:10; Acts 2:31). On its four corners the ark had rings or loops into which carrying poles had been placed with which the ark would be carried. In the same way, through the ministry and preaching of the apostles, Christ was carried into all parts of the world, to all nations (Ps. 19:4; Rom. 10:18). The golden molding denotes the heavenly glory and beauty with which Christ was crowned according to His human nature (Ps. 8:5).

** Cyril of Alexandria (on John, bk. 4, ch. 28) and Hilary (on Psalm 131) teach that the humanity of Christ was foreshadowed in the ark of the covenant:


First, the ark of the covenant was of shittim wood, that is, of cedar. Since it is rotresistant, they say it declares the very great sanctity of Christ, for His humanity was not subject to any corruption of sin at all. Second, the ark of the covenant within and without was gilded or covered with gold sheets. In this way Christ is all golden, of the greatest worth and price, both according as He is God and according as He is man. Furthermore, His divinity as well as His humanity gleamed with the gold of the most ardent love. Third, on the ark was the mercy seat [propitiatorium], which was a golden cover for the ark itself; in this Christ is also depicted (Rom. 3:25), because through Him God becomes favorable [propitius] to us. Fourth, upon the mercy seat were two cherubim facing each other, looking at the mercy seat; these are the two Testaments which fit together when they look at Christ. Fifth, within the ark was Aaron’s staff, which symbolized both the royal and priestly authority of Christ. Along with the rod there was also manna, because the sweetness of manna tempers the severity of the rod. In the ark were also the tablets of the Law, which signify the wisdom of Christ (Col. 2:3) and that Christ has fulfilled the Law perfectly.



Blasius de Viegas (commentary on Revelation 11, p. 467) [says that] the golden ark is a type of Christ. “First, with respect to its container or surroundings. The gold and the shittim wood are the divine and the human natures; the four rings are the ministry of the Word; the molding is the glory of Christ. Second, with respect to its contents; third, with respect to its coverings. The cherubim are the two Testaments; the mercy seat is the merit of Christ. Fourth, with respect to its effects. In 1 Sam. 4[:5] the Israelites rejoiced when the ark was brought back to them; in the same way there is joy at the incarnation of Christ.” **

There are some who interpret the ark of the covenant as a reference to the church, which cannot be destroyed. The type of this is placed in the shittim wood. She is clothed in the righteousness of Christ like the purest gold, adorned with the various gifts of the Holy Spirit. She is not attached to a specific place but can indeed move about in this world, even as the ark was portable. Finally, she is the guardian of the prophetic and apostolic writings just as the ark was the guardian of the tablets of the Law. (Pelargus, on Exodus 2 based on Gregory’s Pastorale.)

** Naturally, all the sacred furnishings in the tabernacle can be considered as types of eternal life. First, the ark of the covenant is the Holy Trinity. Within the ark were the tablets of the Law, manna, and the rod of Aaron. God is in heaven and rules us with His most holy laws. The Son is the true manna from heaven. The Holy Spirit leads us by the staff of the ministry. Second, the mercy seat is the goodness of our Savior, who earned the grace of God by His death (Romans 3). Third, the cherubim are the society of the angels. We shall be “like the angels” (Matt. 22[:30]). Fourth, the altar is the holiness of devotion. We shall be priests of God (Rev. 1[:6]), offering the calves of our lips. Fifth, the candelabrum is the brightness of the blessed vision [beatae visionis] (1 Cor. 13[:12]). A threefold sight will delight us: bodily sight, by which we shall see the humanity of Christ; spiritual, by which we shall see the rarefied quality [subtilitas] of the angels; and intellectual, by which we shall see the Holy Trinity. Sixth, the table is the fullness of blessed fruition; the fruit of the tree of life will be served. Seventh, the rot-resistant shittim wood is eternity, unfailing in every detail. That seventh day will have no evening (Rev. 22[:5]). **

The golden urn.

(3) The golden urn contained the piece of manna, and Moses put it in the tabernacle by order of God. Some claim that it was stored in the ark of the covenant itself along with the tablets of Moses. They are influenced by the words of the apostle, who says “in which” [ἐν ᾗ, Heb. 9:4]. They understand the referent to be the immediately preceding phrase, the ark of the covenant. However, 1 Kings 8:9 and 2 Chron. 5:10 say that “nothing was in the ark of the covenant besides the two stone tablets.” Clearly this exclusive particle should not be passed over lightly. Also, Moses only had the command to store the tablets of the Decalogue in the ark (Deut. 10:5), and this he did faithfully (Exod. 40:20). Finally, no other mandate exists about the golden urn containing the manna except that it should be kept “before the Lord” (Exod. 16:33). Therefore, as it says in v. 34, it was not placed in the ark of the covenant itself but in the presence of the testimony, that is, before the ark of the covenant. For this reason others claim that there was nothing else in the ark of the covenant but the tablets of the Decalogue, while the rod of Aaron and the urn with the manna were put in the tabernacle near the ark. Consequently, the words of the Epistle to the Hebrews must be taken synecdochically, or the relative pronoun “which” must refer to the farther word, “tent,” and not to the nearer word, “ark.”

The manna.

Next, the manna in the urn was a type of Christ, as is clear from John 6:49. The manna had been given from heaven. The divine generation of Christ is ineffable, and even His temporal birth took place outside the normal series of events. He is “the Lord from heaven” (1 Cor. 15:47). “Manna” signifies “a gift prepared”; so Christ was predestined from eternity to be our Mediator. The manna was proof of God’s grace; so also Christ was given to us of God’s boundless love. The manna was a very small thing; so Christ was humble and lowly in the days of His flesh. The manna was white in color; so Christ is white and spotless, and “no deceit was found on His lips” [Mal. 2:6]. The manna tasted like honey; so, for the devout, Christ is honey in the heart, melody on their lips, and rejoicing in their heart. The manna was given as food in famine; so Christ is the spiritual food of our soul. All the Israelites ate the same food; so Christ is given equally to all believers.

Some people compare manna with the Gospel, which is the heavenly mystery divinely revealed; the remarkable gift of God, small in the eyes of carnal, works-righteous man; the very sweetest food of the soul which offers the grace of God to all equally; etc. In this sense the golden urn, since it preserved the manna, can denote Christ, “in whom all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are hidden” (Col. 2:3) and from whom the manna of the doctrine of the Gospel comes down to us.

The rod of Aaron.

(4) The rod of Aaron—which had sprouted, that is, miraculously produced buds, blossoms, and ripe almonds overnight to show that the high priesthood was owed to [Aaron] and to his descendants—was, for this purpose, also placed before the ark of the covenant by God’s command (Num. 17:10). It is clear from the Epistle to the Hebrews that Aaron was a type of Christ. Accordingly, the dry rod of Aaron miraculously sprouting and producing fruit depicts Christ, who sprouted from the dry root of the line of Jesse (Isa. 11:1), who “dried up like a potsherd” on the cross (Ps. 22:15), but who at His resurrection again sprouted and brought forth the sweetest fruits for our use.

The tablets of the Law.

(5) The tablets of the testament—that is, the two stone tablets of Moses on which the Ten Commandments had been written—were placed in the ark itself. This denotes that all the treasures of divine wisdom have been hidden in Christ, for what else do the tablets of the Law contain except the wisdom of God as contained in the Ten Words? This also means that Christ is the completion of the Law (Rom. 10:4), who rendered absolute obedience to the Law in every detail. Just as the tablets of the Law were placed in the midst of the ark, so Christ testifies about Himself in Ps. 40:8: “Your Law is within My heart.” Moreover, He writes the Law in the hearts of believers by the Holy Spirit (Jer. 31:33).

The two cherubim.

(6) The two cherubim were made of olive wood in the form of two young boys. They were covered with sheets of gold and were put on each end of the ark with their wings stretched open above the mercy seat, looking at it while facing each other. These cherubim denote the Old and the New Testaments, which interpret each other and are about Christ, the one and only Mediator. The New Testament is hidden in the Old, and the Old becomes clear in the New. There is newness in the Old and oldness in the New.

If the ark of the covenant is understood as a type of the church, the wings of the cherubim stretching above the ark can denote the church being guarded by the angels and rejoicing in their protection.

The mercy seat.

(7) The mercy seat [propitiatorium],18 [image: ] (“the covering lid”), was a slab of solid gold placed on top of the ark like a covering or lid. It was also like a floor or base upon which the cherubim stood fixed. From this the Lord spoke to the Israelites, from between the two cherubim. The Septuagint translators render it ἱλαστήριoν because God, who spoke there, was propitious toward His people. It is also called “the oracle” because the sacred responses would be given from that place, for “the ark of the covenant covered with the mercy seat was like a litter on which the Lord would sit and speak and rule His people with His Word, explaining His will to the inquirer through the oracles,” as Förster writes on the word [image: ]. For this reason the Hebrews even now call the [divine] Majesty [image: ] because it dwelt upon the ark, and there He listened to the people as they prayed. The apostle teaches explicitly that the mercy seat was a type of Christ (Rom. 3:25): “God put forth Christ as a ἱλαστήριoν an. New Yothrough faith in His blood.” Heb. 4:16: “Let us draw near with confidence to the throne of grace.” Just as the mercy seat covered the ark in which the tablets of the Decalogue had been placed, so Christ with His merit covers our sins committed against the Law of God. Through Christ we are reconciled to God so that the Law no longer condemns us because of our sins. David has this in view in Ps. 32:1, where he pronounces him “blessed whose sin is covered”—whose sins Christ, the true mercy seat, covers. It is to this same thing that all the saints look whenever they ask God to be gracious to them. Just as God had promised to be present at the mercy seat, so God wants to be found, recognized, and invoked in Christ, in whom “all the fullness of the Godhead dwells bodily” (Col. 2:9). Just as God spoke to the Israelites from the mercy seat, so the Son of God “who is in the bosom of the Father” has revealed to us the will of God concerning our salvation (John 1:18). The mercy seat covered the ark of the covenant; so Christ embraces the church “under the shadow of His wings” [Ps. 17:8], etc. (See Cyril, De incarnat. unigen., ch. 3; and Gregory, on Ezekiel, homily 6.)

The golden lampstand.

§ 19. Heb. 9:2 lists the contents in the second part of the tabernacle, called the Holy Place, in this order: (1) The golden lampstand, which was placed on the south side of the tabernacle. It had three rods or branches coming out from both sides, thus equipped with seven branches in all. (Irenaeus, bk. 2, ch. 41, calls them “little branches” [calamiscos].) It was adorned because at the extremity of the stem or main shaft was a branch or cup. To each of these seven branches little balls or flowers were added. Also placed on them were seven lamps, always shining night and day and giving light to the Holy of Holies. To the lampstand were added snuffers and the traps into which were put the lamps that had been snuffed. (See Exod. 25:31[–40].) The rabbinic scholars say that the seven lamps of this lampstand denoted the seven planets, but it is more correct to refer this figure to Christ, for He calls Himself “the light of the world” (John 8:12). He is the one who gives light to the church and is endowed with the sevenfold grace of the Holy Spirit (Isa. 11:2). It is He who is described in Rev. 1:13 as “walking in the midst of the seven gold lampstands,” that is, of the churches of Asia Minor; and “before [His] throne burn seven torches of fire which are the seven spirits of God” (Rev. 4:5).

It is not out of place to refer the branches coming out of the base of this lampstand to the apostles and to their faithful successors, whom Christ also calls “the light of the world” (Matt. 5:14)—clearly with respect to their doctrine, which is the true light of souls. These branches coming out from the base—that is, the ministers of the church—should be mindful only of Christ, should shine in the church with the preaching of true heavenly doctrine and with the example of a holy life, and should be very careful that the light of the Word of God not be extinguished little by little, etc. (See Gregory, on Ezekiel, homily 6; Bernard, Sentent.; etc.)

The gold table.

(2) A table made of shittim wood and covered with gold sheets, decorated with a gold molding around it, and equipped with poles to carry it was placed on the north side of the tabernacle. Upon it were placed various types of vessels made of pure gold, namely, great and broad dishes, a concave bowl in the shape of a hand, and half-bowls and ladles. The rabbinic scholars say these were all used to carry the showbread. Moses says that they were used in libations and sacrifices. (See Exod. 25:23[–30].) This table denotes the ministry of the Gospel through which the church is ruled. In it are different vessels; that is, the gifts of the Spirit are distributed to believers in different ways, and the truly devout are very careful to be “gold vessels,” cleansed from all the stains of sins (2 Tim. 2:20) and shining in the house of God. Rupert (De Trin. et ejus operibus, bk. 4, ch. 6) explains it as a reference to the table of the Lord’s Supper.

The showbread.

(3) The showbread or, in Hebrew, “bread of faces.” The Septuagint calls it ἀρτoὺς τoῦ πρoσώπoυ [“bread of the face”] or ἀρτoὺς τoῦ πρoθέσεως [“bread of setting forth,” “showbread”]. It was baked of the finest wheat flour and placed on the table before the face of the Lord, who dwelt above the ark of the covenant. It was changed every Sabbath, and the fresh loaves would be placed on the table in two rows of six. Incense was put on the bread, and no one except the priests could eat those loaves. (See Exod. 25:30; Lev. 24:5[–9]; Matt. 12:4.) Christ is “the bread of life” (John 6:49[–51]) and is offered to believers as food for the soul through the ministry of the twelve apostles. No one eats of Him except those who are spiritual priests, that is, all who are truly reborn, whom Christ made “kings and priests to the Father” (Rev. 1:6). The incense put on the bread denotes prayers, which should always be joined with true faith in Christ. On the Sabbath the showbread was changed; that is, in the course of this present life Christ shares Himself with us by the preaching of the Word and the use of the Sacraments. In eternal life, however, when there will be “Sabbath from Sabbath” (Isa. 66:23), then sight will replace faith, and no longer shall “we know in part, but we shall see Him face-to-face” (1 Cor. 13:12).

The altar of incense.

(4) The altar of incense was directly opposite the ark, built of shittim wood, covered with pure gold, and decorated with a gold molding around it, etc. On it burned the incense of spices every day, morning and evening. (See Exod. 30:1[–10].) This also denoted Christ, because no altar pleases God except Christ, His Son. Spiritual incense must be placed on Him; that is, our prayers must rely on the merit of Christ, for they please God only when they proceed from faith. Ps. 141:2: “Let my prayer come before You as incense, and the lifting up of my hands as the evening sacrifice.”

In addition to this gold altar of incense, some count still three other things: (a) the altar of earth outside the tabernacle (Exod. 20:24); (b) the portable wooden altar in the open air (Exod. 27:1); (c) the bronze altar in the courtyard of the tabernacle (Exod. 40:6). However, it is more correct to say that, in addition to the gold altar of incense, there was only the one altar on which the burnt offerings and sacrifices were offered. Sometimes it is called of earth; sometimes, of wood; and sometimes, of bronze—because it was made of shittim wood, and was concave and covered on its sides with bronze sheets, and later was filled with dirt heaped upon it. The place for this altar was the courtyard of the tabernacle, and it was used for offering whole burnt offerings and sacrifices.

The altar in the courtyard.

§ 20. So, then, in the courtyard, or the third part of the tabernacle, was placed: (1) The four-sided altar, the structure of which we just explained. It was portable through inserted carrying poles and equipped with the various bronze vessels and receptacles necessary for performing the sacrifices, arranging the wood, and removing the ashes. From its four corners rose up four horns or posts (πρoλαβαί) which were twisted into the shape of horns for decoration, and to these the sacrificial victims were bound (as is gathered from Ps. 118:27). Based on 1 Kings 1:50 and 2:28, they apparently provided sanctuary for offenders. An altar of such great size and weight could not have been moved from place to place without first emptying its hollow of the dirt that was piled into it. So every time the tabernacle was erected, [the altar] was refilled with dirt upon which the whole burnt offerings and the other sacrifices were burned. This altar denotes Christ, who “offered Himself up to God as a fragrant offering” (Eph. 5:2) and in whose name our prayers must be offered to God for them to become a pleasing and acceptable sacrifice to Him. It is because of [Christ] alone that our thankofferings and spiritual sacrifices are acceptable to God. The dirt heaped on denotes the human nature of Christ, which He assumed to the end that, in and through it, He might offer the sacrifice of expiation to His heavenly Father.

** The earthen altar foreshadowed the humanity of Christ, who was conceived by the Holy Spirit and born of the Virgin Mary. This altar was not made of polished stone but of unshaped dirt because “neither form nor comeliness was found in Christ” (Isa. 53:2), nor was it of cut stones because in Dan. 2:34 it is said of Christ that “He is a stone not cut by the hands of men.” Ambrose (De Spiritu s., bk. 1, ch. 9) interprets the altar of shittim wood as the cross of Christ on which “ ’He offered Himself to God the Father as a fragrant offering’ (Eph. 5[:2]).” **

The horns of the altar sticking up at the four corners denote the power of Christ’s sacrifice offered on the altar of the cross, which must be carried into the four corners of the world through the preaching of the Gospel (Gregory, on Ezekiel, homily 22).

The bronze basin.

(2) The bronze basin with its base. When it was filled with clean water, the priests would wash their hands and feet as they were about to enter the sanctuary of the tabernacle or as they were going to sacrifice in the courtyard (Exod. 38:8). Some translate it “shell.” In Hebrew it is [image: ], from the root [image: ], “he dug out.” The Greeks translate it λoυτῆρα (“wash basin”) because of its purpose or use, for in Hebrew the word is from the shape of a hollow or ditch. In the same place it is said to have been made [image: ][image: ], which translators have rendered in different ways. Onkelos translates it “from the mirrors of the women who came to pray at the entrance of the tabernacle.” Kimchi thinks almost the same. “Now, the mirrors from which the bronze basin was made are called ’the mirrors of women’ because they often used them for arranging their hair; but the women who had rejected worldly vanity and were eager to please God alone brought mirrors of this type and offered them for the Lord’s service. They came every day at a specific time to the tabernacle to worship the Lord.” (These are the words of Münster, from Rabbi Aben Ezra, whose opinion Schindlerus approves in his Lexicon, p. 1675). However, Förster translated it “in visions,” that is, in the sight of or from the area where the women were assembled. Luther’s translation approves this opinion.

It signified that the regenerate must be zealous for spiritual cleanness so that their spiritual sacrifices may be pleasing to God. John 13:10: “He who has bathed does not need to wash except his feet.” 2 Cor. 7:1: “Because we have these promises therefore, let us cleanse ourselves from every defilement of body and spirit, bringing sanctification to completion in the fear of God.”







SECTION III: HOLY PLACES

§ 21. The furnishings of the temple built by Solomon are almost the same, except his temple was more highly and ornately decorated than the tabernacle, not only with columns and the sea of cast metal but also with different sculptures and pictures. (See 1 Kings 6–7; 2 Chronicles 4.)

Therefore we shall move on to the third class of ceremonial laws, which deals with holy places. By this expression we mean the tabernacle with all its parts, which was later followed by the temple Solomon built. The tabernacle (which in Exod. 33:7 is called “the tabernacle of meeting” because the people would crowd around it to hear the Word and to offer sacrifices) was divided into three parts. The first was called the Holy of Holies or the inner house, which was the innermost part of the tabernacle or the most venerable sanctuary—20 cubits long and wide and 120 high. The priest would enter it once a year. The second part was the Holy Place—40 cubits long, 20 wide, and 120 high. The third part was the courtyard, the place for the people, where they would gather for the prayers and sacrifices.

The tabernacle had four coverings: (1) silk curtains which covered it on the inside and decorated it, especially with pictures of colorful cherubim; (2) curtains of goats’ hair; (3) tanned skins of rams; (4) goats’ hair curtains which do not allow rain to pass through so that not only the interior would be decorated skillfully, but also the exterior would be protected against storm damage. These denote the church’s protection, her splendor, the union of her members, etc. Each of the three parts of the tabernacle was divided by a veil of blue and purple, made of twice-dyed scarlet and with twisted linen. Its sides were joined with cedar poles. (For a description of this, see Exodus 26–27.)

** Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 15, ch. 20): “Because the number ten represents the Law, the number eleven, which goes beyond ten, signifies the transgression of the Law—and by this, sin. Hence in the tabernacle of the testimony, which was like a traveling temple during the wanderings of the people of God, God commanded eleven veils of goatskin to be made. For in the goatskin there is a remembrance of sin because the goats shall be on His left; in faith we prostrate ourselves on goatskin, saying in the words of the psalm: ’My sin is always before me’ [Ps. 51:3].” Moses took the tent and erected it beyond the camp, far from the camp, and called it [image: ] (“the tent of gathering,” Exod. 33:7). The Targum calls it [image: ] (“the tent of the house of doctrine”), and the Septuagint calls it σκηνὴ τoῦ μαρτυρίoυ (“the tent of the testimony”). Stephen refers to it thus in Acts 7[:44], as though [image: ] [“gathering”] was the same as [image: ] (“testimony”), having exchanged the roots [image: ] and [image: ] as to their meaning, just as Num. 9:15 says “the tent of the testimony” because the ark was there which was called [image: ] (“the ark of the testimony”) because of the [image: ] (“testimony”), that is, the Law, whose tablets had been deposited within it. **

The veils signified the hidden nature of the ceremonies of the Old Testament, the distinction between Jews and Gentiles, etc.

** The third part of the temple was called the courtyard of the Jews, the court [basilica, 2 Chron. 4:9], the worldly sanctuary [Heb. 9:1], and also the porch of Solomon, entered through fourteen ascending steps. In front of this courtyard was a fence or gate with seven signs containing this law written in Greek and Latin: “Every foreigner who crosses into the Holy Place will die.” In the atrium was: The bronze altar for the burnt offering, where the eternal fire was kept (Exod. 38:1; Lev. 6:12; 2 Chron. 4:1). Two bronze columns, remarkable in beauty, each eighteen cubits in height, which were called “Jachin” and “Boaz” (1 Kings 7:15; 2 Chron. 3:17). A bronze shell, a vessel of great capacity, filled with water (1 Kings 7:[38]; 2 Chron. 4:6). The cast sea, called “the edge” or “lip,” borne by twelve oxen (1 Kings 7:23; 2 Chron. 4:2; Exod. 30:17[–18]). The new gate (Jer. 26:10; 36:10). The halls, which were side houses where the priests who were going to enter the sanctuary would take off their secular garb and dress themselves in holy vestments; there they also would rest after performing the sacred rites and would consume the parts of the victims of the peace offerings (Jer. [26]:2 […]). The porch of Solomon (1 Kings 6:3; John 10:23). The fourth part was the courtyard of the Gentiles, which was also called the outer court, which could only be reached by stairs. It was exposed to the open sky, built with four gates, and closed in all around with porches, four stades in circumference. Here both Gentiles and unclean Jews could assemble. The treasury [gazophylacium] was in this area, called “Corban” (Mark 7:11), and the sundial of Ahaz (Isa. 38:8; 2 Kings 4:11). There were four gates according to the four quarters of the earth: north, south, east, and west ([1] Chron. 26:17). There were the towers for the trumpeters ([cf.] Num. [10]:1[–2]) and the throne of Solomon (2 Chron. 9:17; 1 Kings 10:18). **

The temple of Solomon.

The temple of Solomon was also built in much the same fashion. It, too, was divided into three sections, namely, the Holy of Holies or oracle, the priests’ court or inner courtyard, and the people’s court, which is also called the “porch” and the “court” [basilica] and is often meant by the word “temple” in the New Testament.

The difference between the tabernacle and the temple is that the tabernacle was portable, but the temple was fixed in one place. Both the tabernacle and the temple denote Christ Himself, who was pleased to take up our flesh and σκηνῶσαι [“dwell, tent”] among us (John 1:14); who calls His own body “the temple” (John 2:19), for “in Him the entire fullness of the Godhead dwells bodily” (Col. 2:9), even as the glory of the Lord once filled the tabernacle and the temple (Exod. 40:34; 1 Kings 8:10). Secondarily and less importantly the tabernacle and the temple of Jerusalem denote the church militant and the church triumphant (Gal. 4:25[–26]), with whom God is present with grace and glory. Even as the tabernacle was portable, so the church in this world moves about. The temple of Solomon was fixed; so also the church triumphant is immutable. In building the temple neither the hammer nor the ax was heard; so in this life, the reborn are prepared through the Word and the cross as living stones to be carried into the heavenly Jerusalem. There was just one tabernacle, one temple; so on earth there is one true church, and only in it can worship acceptable to God be offered. In the tabernacle the divine oracles were given; so in the church God speaks with us through His Word.







SECTION IV: HOLY TIMES

§ 22. The sacred times include festivals and solemn feast days [solennitates], of which the Jewish people had many. These had all been instituted in memory of a benefit, either commemorating the past or prefiguring the future—for instance, weekly, monthly, and annual feast days. (See Thomas, [ST,] part 1, bk. 2, q. 100, art. 5.)

** Gualtperius (Nota, on John 7, p. 267) and Cramer (at the beginning of Hortuli animae) report which feasts the Jews celebrated each month. **

We spoke about the Sabbath in our treatise On the Moral Law [Commonplace XV, §§ 123–42]. At new moons they would give thanks for the benefits given them during the month past.

The Feast of the Passover.

The Feast of the Passover was celebrated annually on the fourteenth day of the first month in memory of the Lord’s favor when He passed through Egypt, killing the firstborn of the Egyptians but sparing the Israelites and freeing them from bondage to Egypt. This also served as a type of the spiritual liberation we have through Christ from the captivity and kingdom of Satan. In Deut. 16:16 it is called “the Feast of Unleavened Bread” because unleavened bread was eaten during the entire time of the Passover festival.

The Feast of Pentecost.

The Feast of Pentecost was celebrated on the fiftieth day after Passover. They offered their firstfruits and sacrifices to God in memory of the benefit of when God solemnly published His Law to the people of Israel. This also served as a type for the spreading of the Gospel into all the earth, for which the apostles had been equipped on the first Pentecost of the New Testament when the Holy Spirit was poured out upon them from above. In Deut. 16:16 it is called “the Feast of Weeks,” because they had to count seven full weeks from the feast of offering the firstfruits to the festival of Pentecost.

The Feast of Atonement.

The Feast of Atonement [propitiationis] or expiation had to be celebrated on the tenth day of the seventh month. On that day they would afflict themselves with fasts, and by this external discipline they were invited to a true acknowledgment of their sins and genuine contrition. They also would offer burnt offerings to propitiate God. This festival symbolized the Passion and death of the Son of God, who was the wholly pleasing “ransom” [ἱλαστικóν] by which we have been reconciled to God.

The Feast of Trumpets.

The day of preparation for this Feast of Atonement was the Feast of Trumpets, celebrated on the first day of the seventh month. On it one would hear the blare of the horns to arouse the minds of the Israelites to the imminent Feast of the Atonement. This feast prefigured the ministry of John the Baptist, who “prepared the way for the Lord” (Luke 1:76) and who by the preaching of repentance “raised his voice like a trumpet” (Isa. 58:1).

The Feast of Tabernacles.

Even as the Feast of Trumpets was the preparation day for the Feast of the Atonement, so closely connected with it was the Feast of Tabernacles or of Booths. This was to be celebrated on the fifteenth day of the seventh month. On this day they lived in tents built of leafy branches in memory of God’s benefit when He caused the Israelites, whom He had led out of Egypt through the wilderness, to dwell in the very fertile and pleasant land of Canaan. This also served as a type of the very blessed and joyful dwelling place which the devout await in the eternal dwellings.

The Feast of the Ingathering.

The Feast of the Ingathering, which some count among the solemn feast days, was part of the Feast of Tabernacles and was to be celebrated on the eighth day thereof, for the first and eighth days of the more solemn festivals were more distinguished than the intervening days. (See Exodus 23 and Leviticus 23, where the festivals of the Jewish people are listed.) Therefore there were three very solemn feasts for the Israelites: that of the Passover, of the Atonement, and of Tabernacles. For these all males had to travel to Jerusalem by God’s command, bringing their gifts with them as an offering for the preservation of the ministry (Exod. 23:14; Deut. [16]:16).

The final causes for the annual pilgrimage to the city of Jerusalem.

The reasons for this divine ordinance were: (1) To renew the memory of God’s benefits by those annual pilgrimages. (2) To preserve the unity of the people in their religious worship. (3) To solidify love all the more among the tribes of Israel by this mutual gathering and conversation. (4) To preserve the ministry through their offerings of the gifts and sacrifices. (5) To exercise faith and obedience to God, for the Israelites were compelled to leave everything at home idle and unguarded (Exod. 34:24).

Sabbatical years.

Here mention should also be made, first, of the sabbatical years celebrated every seven years. (See Exod. 23:11; Lev. 25:3.) For six years they would cultivate their vines and fields and harvest the fruits. But in the seventh year they would have a Sabbath of rest during which they would rest from cultivating the fields and vines for the honor of God and the good of their neighbor, for whatever grew spontaneously belonged to everyone.

There were three main reasons for this ordinance: (1) Typological [typica], seeing as this rest for the land was a figure of the eternal and most blessed rest where we, free from every labor of our hands, shall celebrate from Sabbath to Sabbath. In this rest God will no longer remember our sins, just as creditors were not permitted to exact debts in a Sabbath year (Deut. 15:2), and we shall finally obtain full and perfect freedom, just as Hebrew slaves were set free during the sabbatical year (Deut. 15:12).

(2) Moral, because this external discipline should have been for them an exercise of confidence in and obedience to God, who had promised that He would bless the crops of the sixth year so that the fields and vines would bear in [the seventh] year three years’ worth of crops; it was also an exercise of love toward one’s neighbor.

(3) Economic,19 for some rest had to be given to the ground for the crops in the following years to be more fruitful.

The jubilee years.

Second, there were the jubilee years or “horn years,” for jobel20 means “horn”; they were also years of liberty and were celebrated after seven times seven years had passed—that is, in the fiftieth year—with the following rituals. On the tenth day of the seventh month the trumpet would sound to remind the Israelites that it was the jubilee year. In this year all debts were remitted, each person would have his paternal inheritance restored, and slaves would receive manumission. Christ, our Mediator, began such a jubilee throughout the world with His salutary coming and the preaching of the Gospel, because “He was sent to preach liberty to captives and the opening of prison to those in chains,” and “to proclaim the year of the Lord’s favor” (Isa. 61:1–2). Therefore whoever embraces the Gospel with true faith receives the remission of spiritual debts, freedom from bondage to sin and Satan, and the restoration of his heavenly inheritance. By the trumpet of his preaching at the beginning of the New Testament, John the Baptist more than sufficiently testified that this spiritual jubilee had come.

Some would draw a comparison between the life of Christ on earth and the age of His mystical Body, that is, of the church militant on earth. They reckon that the church militant on earth should have as many jubilees as years Christ spent in this world during the days of His flesh. (Concerning this subject, see Nicholas Cusanus, Andreas Osiander, Crentzheimius, Philipp Nicolai, and many others.)







SECTION V: SOME PRIVATE OBSERVANCES

§ 23. In the category of ceremonial laws there are also some private observances, commanded by God in the Old Testament, regarding food, drink, and other aspects of private life.

The distinction between clean and unclean animals.

This class includes: (I) The distinction between clean and unclean animals, given in Leviticus 11 and repeated in Deuteronomy 14.

** The distinction between clean and unclean animals was known in the church even before Moses, as shown from Gen. 7:2. Furthermore, the cleanness of animals was twofold, one with respect to sacrifice, which is discussed in Leviticus 1, 3–5; and the other with respect to food, which is discussed in Leviticus 1. You see, some animals could be eaten and offered to the Lord (such as oxen, sheep, and goats), but others were allowed to be used for food but not for sacrifices (such as deer and young mules). Some animals were considered unclean for either (such as the pig, horse, donkey, and dog). **

The general rules were: (1) Animals that chew the cud but do not have cleft hooves were prohibited; that is, the Israelites were forbidden to use them for food. (2) Kinds of fish that have fins and scales were clean, and those lacking either of these were unclean. (3) Winged creatures which went on all fours were considered unclean, that is, if their legs were joined to their bodies in such a way that they could not hop but were forced only to crawl. Also, the kinds of vultures and ravens and, in general, birds of prey and ill-omened birds were considered unclean. (4) Almost all reptiles were forbidden. These rules are detailed with a listing of a variety of animal species and qualified with exceptions in Leviticus 11 and Deuteronomy 14. Not even the rabbinic scholars agree among themselves when it comes to identifying the names used specifically for the forbidden animals. (Concerning this, see Münster, on Leviticus 11.)

There were three main reasons for these prohibitions: (1) Typological, for they symbolized that before God the human race was so corrupted and contaminated through sin that it could not use many creatures of God which were good of their own kind. Also, the regenerate should be zealous for true spiritual cleanness. Luther wove the following allegory: the cleft hooves denote the spirit of prudence and discretion necessary for deciding spiritual matters; chewing the cud denotes zeal for and diligent rumination on the heavenly Word. Irenaeus (Advers. haeres., bk. 5, ch. 11):


Those who reject the counsel of the Spirit and instead serve the pleasures of the flesh and live irrationally, these the apostle calls “carnal” (etc.). The law about animals foreshowed all these things in figures and described man, for it declared clean all [animals] that have cleft hooves and chew the cud but removed as unclean all animals that lack either or both of these [qualities]. Now who are the clean? Those who firmly hold through faith to the Father and the Son. This is [signified by] the steadiness21 of those creatures with cleft hooves. [The clean] also “meditate on the words of God day and night” [Ps. 1:2] that they may be equipped with all good works, for this is the meaning of those which chew the cud. The unclean animals, which have neither cleft hooves nor chew the cud, are referred to the heathen who neither have faith in God nor meditate on His words. Those which do chew the cud but do not have the double hoof are referred to the Jews, who have the words of God on their lips but do not affix the stability of their root in the Father and the Son. Those which have the double hoof but do not chew the cud are referred to heretics and hypocrites, who say that they believe in the Father and the Son but do not meditate on the words of God and are not adorned with righteous works.



Lactantius (Div. instit., bk. 4, ch. 17):


God ordered the Jews to abstain from pork, intending especially that they should abstain from sins and uncleanness, for this is a muddy and unclean animal. It never looks up to heaven but devotes its whole body and mouth to the dirt and is always a slave to its belly and food. Its whole life long it cannot be of any other use, the way the other animals can, for some serve as transportation for someone to ride on, some help in cultivating the fields, some pull wagons with their neck, some carry loads on their back, some provide clothing with their fleece, some overflow with a supply of milk, and some keep watch by protecting homes. Therefore He forbade them to make use of the flesh of swine, that is, that they not imitate the life of swine which are fed only to be slaughtered; that they not, serving pleasures and their belly, become useless for doing righteousness and be struck by death; also, that they not indulge themselves in shameful lusts like a pig gorging itself on filth; that they not serve images made of dirt and befoul themselves with mud, for they besmear themselves with mud who worship the gods, that is, mud and dirt. In this way all the commands of the Jewish law serve to display righteousness, since they were given through obscurity so that, through the figure of the carnal, the spiritual might arise.



These are Lactantius’s words. Thus the prohibition of predatory animals should have been a discouragement from rapine and injustice. Thus Eusebius says (De praeparatione evang., bk. 8, ch. 3):


Under this mystery regarding food Moses wanted to teach the stiff-necked and unbridled Israelites those things which have to do with righteousness and piety, for he forbade them to eat animals and birds which live off of prey and death, and he did so for no other reason than to discourage them from plunder and murder by the symbolic [meaning] of this law. Moreover, he forbade them to eat the flesh of swine to warn the Jews to be very careful to avoid those things which defile the body externally and the soul internally, and soberly not to live like swine in dirt and filth, for the pig is a friend to mud and slimy places in which it wallows and delights.



(2) Legal, for by this ordinance God wanted to distinguish the Jews from the Gentiles until the times of the New Testament when the distinction of foods was removed, so that “all things are clean to the clean” (Titus 1:15). Thus those who command abstaining from certain foods and have reintroduced that distinction into the church are said to be “sowing the doctrine of demons” (1 Tim. 4:1). As to the fact that at the Council of Jerusalem the apostles ordered people to abstain from what had been strangled and from blood (Acts 15:20), this was temporary, established only temporarily at certain times for reasons explained quite often [cf. On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 182]. Justin (Dial. cum Tryphone, p. 183): “God commanded you to abstain from some foods so that, even in your eating and drinking, God may be before your eyes, for you are still quick and inclined to fall away from knowing Him.” In QQ. et resp. ad orth. (q. 35): “God wanted the Jews to be under the yoke of bondage to the Law with respect to eating foods, just as with everything else.” Ibid.: “In Egypt all animals (except swine) had been given by God, which is why He called some living creatures clean and others unclean. He entrusted the clean ones to them to kill as sacrifices and forbade them even to use the unclean as food. In both ways He was showing them that these things were unworthy of the name and honor of God—that is, both for killing for sacrifices and for use as foods, and through the fact that they are called unclean.”

(3) Bodily, for most of the prohibited animals are not very healthy to eat, especially in the warmer regions where the Israelites dwelled. Accordingly, with these ordinances God demonstrated that He is a physician for His people (Exod. 15:26), who suffers not only their souls but also their bodies to be His concern. Langius asserts (Epist., bk. 1, letter 42, from Justin): “The Jews22 were commanded to refrain from eating pork because of elephantiasis, a unique malady of Egypt at that time.” However, at the same time Langius says (Epist. 61) that Moses did not forbid the eating of pork as unhealthy, because it nourishes the most strongly of all foods, provided it be cooked, due to the great affinity it has with human flesh. The rabbinic scholars claim that the individual forbidden species of animals, fish, and birds were shown to Moses on the mountain, because Scripture says, “Eat this animal,” etc. They say that the reason for this distinction is that “unclean animals, when eaten by man, cause putrefying and various illnesses, hinder man in his service to God because they make him lazy and weary for doing good work, weaken his digestive power, and slacken the entire body into a bad temperament so that the soul is too weak to do anything good, much as if you put a brilliant lamp in a misshapen lampstand.”

Levitical uncleanness.

§ 24. (II) Levitical uncleanness or impurity also belongs here. This could be contracted in various ways: for instance, from contact with a woman in labor, a leper, one who suffers from a discharge, an unclean animal, dead flesh, etc. Against this uncleanness there were various washings and cleansings that had to be accomplished through sacrifices and other rituals. Here note that, of themselves and by their own nature, these uncleannesses were not sins before God nor was anyone befouled in his conscience by these absolutely and simply. Rather, they were Levitical uncleannesses; that is, they were sins in a certain respect, namely, with respect to transgressing the ceremonial law. You see, God not only published the moral Law to the Israelites on Mount Sinai but also prescribed to them the ceremonial laws which He wanted them to observe no less than the other, and this is why: with respect to this lawgiving, uncleanness was contracted from the kind of contact forbidden in the law. The corresponding sacrifices and other rituals for the cleansing of those uncleannesses sanctified the defiled “for the purification of the flesh” (Heb. 9:13), and likewise did not have the power to atone for sins before God—not of themselves nor by just doing the work nor by the dignity of the person—especially since the prophets very often disapprove of such hypocritical belief. Ps. 50:9–10, 13: “I shall not accept a bull from your house nor goats from your folds, for every beast of the forest is Mine. Do I eat the flesh of bulls or drink the blood of goats?” Isa. 1:11, 13: “What is the multitude of your sacrifices to Me? says Jehovah. I have had enough of burnt offerings of rams and the fat of fed beasts; I do not want the blood of bulls or of lambs or of goats. Do not offer another false sacrifice; incense is an abomination to Me.” Jer. 6:[20]: “Your burnt offerings do not please Me, nor are your sacrifices sweet to Me.” Hosea 6:6: “I desire mercy, not sacrifice.” Amos 5:22: “If you offer Me your burnt offerings and gifts, I shall not accept them, nor shall I regard the peace offerings of your fatted beasts.” Mic. 6:6–7: “Shall I please God with burnt offerings, with calves a year old? Will thousands of rams avail before Jehovah, or ten thousand rivers of oil?” In fact, even the Epistle to the Hebrews (10:4) says clearly that “it was impossible for the blood of bulls and goats to take away sins.” Rather, the power to cleanse and purge is ascribed to those sacrifices and other rites typologically, according as they prefigured that one propitiatory sacrifice which Christ, the New Testament Priest, offered to the heavenly Father on the altar of the cross, by which all who are sanctified are perfected. Heb. 8:5: “The priests of the Old Testament serve as a copy and shadow of the heavenly things.” Heb. 10:1–2: “The Law had only a shadow of the good things to come, and not the true form of the things. It can never make perfect those who draw near by the same sacrifices which are continually offered year after year. Otherwise they would have stopped being offered.”

Just as those uncleannesses were Levitical, exposing the inner uncleanness of sin, so the corresponding rituals of cleansing were also types, foreshadowing the unique cleansing from sin that comes to us through the blood of Christ. Leviticus 12 commands that a woman in labor be considered unclean so that we may be admonished about the spread of original sin through fleshly generation. The double time of uncleanness to be observed after the birth of a baby girl was a reminder that sin was brought into the world through a woman. For the cleansing of a woman who had given birth, a lamb was offered as a whole burnt offering and a young pigeon or a turtledove as a sacrifice, to signify that Christ, “the Lamb of God” (John 1:29), was offered on the altar of the cross to wash away the uncleanness of original sin. The fruit of this benefit overflows to us through true repentance in which we “moan like a turtledove” (Isa. 38:14) and, like pigeons, hide ourselves by true faith “in the clefts of the Rock” (Song 2:14), that is, in the wounds of Christ. Leviticus 13 commands that a leper be considered unclean so that we may be admonished about the leprosy of sin which makes us truly unclean before God. Leviticus 14 describes the rituals for expiating or cleansing. Two clean birds had to be brought, one of which was slain over an earthen vessel that had clean water which received the dripping blood; from the other bird, still alive, along with cedar wood, scarlet yarn, and hyssop, there would be a sprinkling by which the leper would be sprinkled seven times after those things had been dipped into the blood of the slain bird. All these things can be applied to our expiation before God, for we are sprinkled by the blood of Christ through the ministry of the Word that we may be cleansed from the leprosy of sin. Ps. 51:7: “Purge me with hyssop, and I shall be clean.” The herb hyssop is humble and lowly, as is the ministry of the Word before the eyes of men. The slain bird symbolizes Christ, who dies according to His human nature, whose blood cleanses us from sins. The living bird symbolizes the same Christ raised from the dead, who applies the benefits of His death through the ministry of the Word and Sacraments as a salutary sprinkling. The leprous house also denotes the corruption of sin, which we inherit even though the first parent of our race was the pure and holy dwelling place of God.

** The following were required for the cleansing of a leper: (1) Approaching a priest. This is required so that we approach Christ as our Physician and Priest. The leper would be brought ([image: ], in the Hophal) by others; even so we cannot come to Christ by our own powers. The priest would go out from the camp. Origen (on Leviticus, homily 8): “Always to the one who cannot go inside the camp goes out the One who can go beyond the camp, who says, ’I came forth from God and am come into the world’ [John 16:28].” The priest would consider whether the leper had been healed; Christ does not only consider but actually heals us Himself. (2) The cleansing of the leper. This is a type for justification. Six things were required for it: (a) The blood of a clean bird, for two birds would be offered, and the second, which was dipped into the blood of the other, would be set free. Some think the bird that was to be sacrificed means that the flesh is to be put to death (Gal. 5[:24]), and the free bird [denotes] the spirit flying into heaven on the wings of prayer and devotion. However, sanctification, where mortification belongs, comes after justification. Origen thinks that the two lambs hint at the same thing, so that the meaning is that our soul, having been dipped into the blood of Christ, is set free. (See Psalm 124.) Theodoret (on Leviticus, q. 19): “The Lord Christ was crucified for mankind, which had been defiled with leprosy, His flesh suffering death while His divinity applied the suffering of the humanity to itself.” (See Acts 20[:28]: “the blood of God.”) (b) Cedar, which neither rots nor is eaten by worms. Some apply to this the fact that the worm of conscience does not harm those who have been justified. Origen takes it to mean the wood of the cross; and Theodoret, the divinity of Christ. It can be understood as Christ, who compares Himself to a green tree (Luke 23:31). (c) Scarlet yarn. Origen understands this as the blood of Christ; Theodoret, as His humanity which, like a twisted thread, consists of soul and body. It can be understood as repentance and the acknowledgment of sins which “are like scarlet” (Isa. 1[:18]). The scarlet color cannot be washed away. In this way our sins cannot be washed away except by the blood of Christ and by faith which, dyed with the red of Christ’s blood, unites us with Christ. (d) Hyssop, a lowly herb, fiery and fragrant, having the power to drive out bad humors.23 It means the ministry, which is lowly in the eyes of men but is efficacious through the Holy Spirit, offers its sweet fragrance to consciences (2 Cor. 2[:15]), and drives out the stains of sins by absolution. (e) An earthen vessel. They apply 2 Cor. 4[:7] to this. It can be applied to the earthly means—the pulpit, font, altar, etc.—at which we are sprinkled with the blood of Christ. It can be referred to the emptying of Christ [Phil. 2:7] in which He took up our frailty. (f ) Flowing water. This denotes Baptism (Eph. 5[:26]). The blood of Christ mixed with this causes the purple flow. Christ the cedar, united with the ministry of hyssop and the scarlet yarn of faith, washes us with His blood in the water of Baptism. The sprinkling occurs seven times; so Christ shed His blood seven times. The number seven can also be applied to perfection and to repetition throughout life. (3) The purging of the cleansed person. This symbolizes renewal. Here there is: (a) The washing of clothes and the body, which symbolizes the repentant tears shed because of internal and external sins. (b) The shaving of hair, which denotes the mortification of the old Adam. (c) Admission into the camp. Even so, we, purged through Baptism, are ushered into the church. (4) The perfecting of the purging. This includes: (a) Waiting for the seventh day, which symbolizes the Last Day, the jubilee, the day of rest. (b) The repeated cleansing. In this way we shall be cleansed from every stain of sin by drying out.24 (5) The admission of the cleansed person into the tabernacle. So those clean from sin are ushered into the eternal dwellings. **

Leviticus 15 commands that one suffering from a discharge and a woman who is menstruating be considered unclean. These, too, symbolize inner uncleanness through and because of which even our good works are contaminated. Isa. 64:6: “All our righteousnesses are as menstrual rags.” Yet the works of the reborn are pleasing to God through Christ, who is our sanctification.

Whoever touched a dead body was considered unclean (Num. 19:13); this served to show that those who live in sins against conscience and are spiritually dead before God are detestable to God, and, as a result, others are also befouled by fellowship with them.

The spotless red heifer, burned in the fire, from whose ashes the purifying water was prepared (Num. 19:1[–10]), symbolizes Christ, the spotless Lamb of God, who was consumed by the fire of love on the altar of the cross, whose blood cleanses believers from every sin [cf. 1 John 1:7].

[Ordinances regarding food, clothing, and household chores.]

§ 25. (III) Finally, the ordinances to be observed regarding food, clothing, and household chores must be placed here. (1) In Lev. 17:10 and elsewhere, the eating of the blood of any animal is severely prohibited. In v. 11 the reason is added: “For the soul of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls.”

** This was so that we might not only have reverence for the Creator of life, to whom the blood should be offered, but also that we might attribute some honor to the blood of the Mediator by which our expiation had to be accomplished. **

The Israelites were a stiff-necked people and prone to cruelty. Accordingly, they were forbidden to eat blood, lest by eating the blood of animals they might get the urge to shed human blood. In connection with this, it says “the soul of the flesh”—that is, the life of an animate creature—“is in the blood,” namely, because blood is the instrument nearest to the soul, “a kindly son of nature,” as Avicenna says. Justin (QQ. et resp. ad orthod., q. 145): “If the flesh and blood consist of the same things, then why does God permit eating the flesh of living creatures but forbids the use of the flesh in the blood? So that by this God might distinguish us from the inhumanity and likeness of beasts which in tearing the flesh also lick up the blood of those animals whose flesh they devour.” Furthermore, in the sacrifices the blood of clean animals was offered upon the altar, and for that reason God wanted the Israelites to restrain themselves from eating the blood in honor of the sacrifices. Morally this law refers to all cruelty being forbidden as well as every symbol thereof. However, typologically it refers to the shedding of Christ’s blood (Heb. 10:29).

(2) Lev. 17:15 forbids eating carrion and flesh that is torn by beasts. This was to symbolize that we must abstain from dead works. There is also the underlying medical reason that such food is not at all consistent with good health.

(3) Deut. 22:6 forbids fowlers from taking from a nest a mother with her chicks. This was to avoid the appearance of cruelty, to preserve the propagation of birds, and for the hatred of those who do evil, who would abuse the mother and her chicks captured at the same time. It also symbolized the arrest of only Christ in the garden as His disciples fled freely, etc.

(4) Lev. 19:19 and Deut. 22:9 forbid sowing a vineyard with different kinds of seeds and also making a garment of different kinds, out of wool and linen; [it was forbidden] to plow with an ox and a donkey at the same time in order to signify that Samaritanism25 and all syncretism of differing religions displease God.

** Calvin (commentary on the Pentateuch, edition of ’95, p. 176) applies it in this way: “That the seeds of different religions not be mixed in God’s field, which is the church.” Konrad Pellikanus (commentary [on the Pentateuch], f. 146): “That a field was not to be sowed with mixed seed seems to be an allegory against hypocrisy in words and deeds and against all iniquity; as also the rule about clothes woven of wool and linen mixed seems to teach that false doctrine must not be mixed with the true and that worldly life must not be peddled under religious garb.” **

(5) In Num. 15:38 and Deut. 22:12 they are ordered to make for themselves tassels of blue cords and to attach them to the four corners of their garments so that they may be reminded of the Commandments of God. Deut. 6:6–7, 9: “These words which I command you this day will be upon your heart, and you shall repeat them to your children, and you shall talk of them when you sit in your house and when you walk by the way, and when you lie down and when you rise. And you shall write them on the doorposts of your house and on your gates.” Weidner, a converted Jew (Loc. praecip. fid. Christ., tract. 1, p. 141): “Those four tassels were [made] of cords but doubled, having three knots on their upper part but two on the lower. The four cords signify the four seasons of the year, and the doubled cords signify day and night, so as to remind them of God’s Commandments throughout the four seasons of the year and, in fact, throughout the entire year, day and night. For the three upper knots designate the Trinity of persons, and the two lower ones designate the two Testaments, namely, the Law of Moses and the Gospel.” Those are Weidner’s words.

(6) Exod. 23:19; 34:26; and Deut. 14:21: “You shall not boil a kid in its mother’s milk.” The reason for the commandment is: (a) Moral. It would be a sign of cruelty to snatch away a little kid, barely come to the light of day, from its mother. Thomas ([ST,] part 1, bk. 2, q. 102, art. 6): “He who practices having compassion on animals is thereby the more inclined to have compassion on people.” (b) Bodily. Such food is not very healthy for the human body. (c) Allegorical. Christ was not killed by Herod in early infancy but in full manhood. God does not subject a weak faith to overly grievous temptations, and so it becomes us to “support the one who is weak in faith” (Rom. 14:1). (See also Cajetan, commentary on this passage.)

(7) In Lev. 19:23 the “foreskin” of trees recently planted—that is, the fruits of the first three years—must be thrown away, so as to signify that our first birth according to the flesh was contaminated by sin before God. Gregory: “Fruit-bearing trees are works rich with virtue; we take away their foreskin when, mindful of the weakness of the beginning, we do not approve of the origins of our works.” Lyra gives two reasons for this precept: “(1) Because trees are less fruitful when they produce fruit too quickly. (2) Because idolaters thought that such fruits pleased the gods and offered them to idols.”

(8) In Lev. 19:27–28 the Israelites are forbidden to “round off the hair on their temples or mar the edges of their beard, and not to make cuttings on their flesh for the dead,” etc. This law was warning them: (a) Not to conform themselves to idolaters who did such things to honor false gods (Baruch 6 [i.e., the apocryphal Letter of Jeremiah];26 1 Kings 18). (b) Not to pursue softness27 and frivolity in the care of their body nor to mourn immoderately the death of friends.

These, then, are the more important ordinances that had to be observed in food, drink, and household chores. To some they seem to belong more to the forensic rather than to ceremonial laws.







CHAPTER III: THE END PURPOSE OF THE CEREMONIAL LAWS

§ 26. Based on these points, it is easy to deduce the purpose of the ceremonial laws. The primary and chief purpose was to signify and foreshadow the benefits of Christ (Col. 2:17; Heb. 8:5; 10:1). Here belongs the revelation given to Moses from God in Exod. 25:40: “See that you make them after the likeness and pattern shown to you on the mountain.” Heb. [9:9] renders this as παραβoλή [“an analogy”]. Justin (Dial. cum Tryph., p. 177): “The new law wants you to keep the eternal Sabbath.” Page 178: “This is a sign and symbol of the unleavened bread of sincerity, that you no longer do the works of wicked leaven,” etc. Page 202: “If I also list all the other things commanded by Moses, I could show that they are figures, marks, and announcements of those things which were to happen to Christ and which Christ Himself was going to do.” Jerome (Ad Paulin.): “It is clear in the Book of Leviticus that every sacrifice—in fact, almost every syllable, even Aaron’s vestments and the entire Levitical order—manifest the mysteries of heaven.” Augustine (De civ. Dei, bk. 7, ch. 32): “Through the rites, priesthood, tabernacle or temple, altars, sacrifices, ceremonies, feast days, etc., were signified and foretold those things which we believe were fulfilled in Christ for the eternal life of the faithful, and those things which we see are being fulfilled or are yet to be fulfilled.”

** Augustine again (De civ. Dei, bk. 10, ch. 4): “Whatever things we read were variously commanded by God in the ministry of the tabernacle or temple regarding the sacrifices signify love for God and love for one’s neighbor.” **

Again (De civ. Dei, bk. 18, ch. 11): “Moses prophesied Christ by the figures of carnal observances in the tabernacle, priesthood, sacrifices, and the many other mystical mandates.” The benefits of Christ were not only foreshadowed in those Levitical ceremonies, but they were also applied to believers through their use of the sacraments and sacrifices. Thus whenever animals were slain for use in the sacrifices, a figure of Christ’s death was set forth, for He is the unique God-pleasing sacrificial victim, depicted in the types of the sacrifices for the Israelites to look upon in true faith and receive forgiveness of sins before God.

Many less significant and secondary purposes for the ceremonial laws can be established in accordance with the diversity and variety of those rituals: (1) They were the cords of the public assemblies and the bonds which tied the people together since most of the Levitical ceremonies were administered in the public exercise of the worship of God. (2) They were marks of one’s profession, signs, and markers that distinguished the Mosaic state from all other nations, for by these ceremonies the Israelites were separated as if by a fence and wall from the idolatrous practices of other peoples (Deut. 4:8; Eph. 2:14). (3) They were warnings about sin (Heb. 10:3). This is quite clear in the various types of Levitical uncleanness and the various animals slain for use in the sacrifices. (4) They were exercises of obedience toward God, seeing as, by observing these divinely prescribed rituals, the Israelites were confessing that they acknowledged and worshiped the true God, who had promulgated those laws through Moses along with the promise of the coming Messiah. (5) They were the external pedagogues which restrained them from imitating Gentile idolatry (Deut. 12:30). So Justin says (Tryph., p. 227) that these were imposed upon the Jews “due to their hardness of heart and their proclivity to idolatry.” Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 28): “God did not need any of these things, for He is always full of all good things, having every sweet fragrance and all the vapors of sweet oils within Himself even before Moses existed. Rather, through His many admonishments He was instructing this people which easily returned to idols,” etc., “calling them through the secondary to the primary, that is, through the typological to the true, through the temporal to the eternal things, through the carnal to the spiritual, and through the earthly to the heavenly.” Tertullian (Advers. Marcion., bk. 2, ch. 18): “Let no one find fault with the burdens of the sacrifices nor the detailed rituals of the solemn feast days and the offerings, as if God desired such things strictly for Himself,” etc. “Rather, let him perceive the diligence of God in wanting to bind a people close to His religion by such obligations since they were prone to idolatry and sin. By these [religious obligations] worldly superstition was driven out so that He might call them away from it by ordering them to do these things for Him as if He desired them, lest they sin by making idols.” (6) They were supports to preserve the ministry. Through the meats of certain sacrifices as well as the tithes of the firstborn and the offerings of the firstfruits, the needs of the Levites and their families were taken care of.







CHAPTER IV: THE ABROGATION OF THE CEREMONIAL LAWS

The ceremonial laws have been abrogated.

§ 27. However, God did not intend for the ceremonial ordinances to stand forever, but to last only until the coming of the New Testament. In it they have been abrogated, as is clear from the following foundations:

(1) Ps. 110:4 promises “a priest according to the order of Melchizedek.” From this Heb. 7:11–12 concludes thus: “If there was fulfillment through the Levitical priesthood, then why was it still necessary to mention another priest arising according to the order of Melchizedek and not the order of Aaron? For when there is a removal of the priesthood, there is necessarily a removal of the Law as well.” If in the New Testament, whose high priest is Christ, the Levitical ceremonies should still be observed, then surely Christ would be no less a priest according to the order of Aaron than were the priests of the Old Testament. The consequence is at odds with the prophecy of the psalm. Therefore the antecedent is also false.

(2) Dan. 9:27 says the Messiah “will make a strong covenant” (that is, the new one promised in Jer. 31:33) “with many for one week, and for half a week He will cause sacrifice and offering to cease.” The most important part of Levitical worship was located in the sacrifices. But now, it predicts that these shall be abrogated through the Messiah. Therefore the same is to be understood regarding the rest of the Levitical ceremonies.

(3) Whatever is constrained within the limits of a certain time is not perpetual. But now, the Levitical ordinances are constrained within the limits of a certain time, seeing as they are most often published alongside the words: “You will observe these things in your generations ([image: ]).” Gen. 17:7: “I shall establish My covenant between Me and you and your descendants after you in their generations.” Here Luther has written in the margin [of the German Bible]: “ ’So long as their condition endures.’ With this Moses means that their condition eventually will come to an end and another will come.”

(4) Heb. 9:10 says that the distinction of foods, the various washings, and the regulations of the flesh were imposed “until the time of correction (διoρθώσεως).” Matt. 11:13: “All the prophets and the Law prophesied until John.” Just as the prophets prophesied about Christ with words, so did the ceremonial law with types. Therefore just as the prophecies of the prophets were fulfilled through the coming of the Messiah, to whom John pointed with his finger [cf. John 1:29, 35–36], so also the types of the Law were abrogated.

(5) In Acts 15:6 the Council of Jerusalem was convened by the apostles in answer to the dispute about imposing the observance of circumcision and the rest of the Mosaic laws upon the Gentiles. By the Holy Spirit’s doing, it was determined that those laws were by no means to be imposed upon the Gentile converts. Why the eating of blood and of strangled flesh was also forbidden there has been explained above [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), § 182].

(6) In Acts 10:11 Peter is reminded in a heavenly vision that the distinction of foods has been removed in the New Testament. When he observed this [distinction] again to please the Jewish converts, he was reproved by Paul (Gal. 2 [:11]). Gal. 4:10–11: “You observe days and months and seasons and years. I fear that I have labored among you in vain.” Gal. 5:2: “I, Paul, say to you: ’If you are circumcised, then Christ is of no advantage to you.’ ” Col. 2:16: “Let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink or with regard to a festival or new moon or the Sabbath.” If the distinction of foods and days and also the requirement of circumcision was removed in the New Testament, then the rest of the ceremonial laws must also be removed because they have the same nature and origin, for parts of the same genus [partes homogeneae] have the same nature and definition as does the whole.

(7) When the body comes, the shadow (or shadowy depiction of the first outlines) ceases; when the antitype is present, the type ceases. Yet the Levitical ceremonies were shadows and types of the benefits of Christ. Therefore at and through His coming they were abrogated. The minor premise is clear on the basis of clear statements of Scripture. Exod. 25:40: “See that you make them according to the pattern you were shown on the mountain.” Heb. 8:5 uses this to show that this symbolized the fact that the Old Testament priests “served a pattern and shadow of the heavenly things.” According to Col. 2:17, new moons and Sabbaths were “shadows of the things to come, but the body is of Christ.” According to Heb. 9:9, the first tabernacle was a παραβoλὴ εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τὸνἐνεστηκότα (“a parable of the present time”). Heb. 10:1: “The Law held the shadow of the good things to come but not the true form of the realities.”

(8) Finally, the clear proof of the abrogation of these ceremonies is the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem. You see, because in Deut. 12:5 God Himself had designated and determined the specific place for the sacrifices and other Levitical rituals, then surely the destruction of the tabernacle and temple clearly proves the abrogation of the sacrifices and other Levitical ceremonies. Irenaeus (bk. 4, ch. 7):


As stalks and twigs are not made principally for their own sake but for the fruit that grows on them, and as, once the fruit has matured and been picked, they are left and removed if not fruit-bearing, so also Jerusalem—though she had carried upon herself the yoke of slavery that subdued man who formerly did not subject himself to God when death was reigning and, once subdued, became fit for freedom—was rightly abandoned and abolished once the fruit of freedom had come, matured, been harvested, and the produce carried off into the granary and spread into all the world.



§ 28. Therefore the Roman Church’s heap of theatrical ceremonies instituted in imitation of Levitical worship is bad mimicry [κακoίηλία], given that the worship of the New Testament should chiefly be spiritual and internal (John 4:23). There one sees the external sacrifice of the Mass, the water for purification, the different kinds of priestly vestments, the ever-burning lamps, etc. All of these were thought up in imitation of Levitical worship, as the facts show and also the Rationale divinorum officiorum. Even Polydorus Vergilius does not wholly disavow this.

More grievously do the Jews err in arguing that the use of those Levitical ceremonies is still necessary today under the New Testament. They rely especially upon those passages of Scripture which call these ceremonies of the law a permanent statute. It says of circumcision (Gen. 17:7): “I shall establish My covenant between Me and you for an eternal covenant.” It says of the Sabbath (Exod. 31:16): “They shall keep the Sabbath as a perpetual covenant.” It says of the Passover (Exod. 12:14): “You shall celebrate it as an ordinance forever.” The same is said in Exod. 40:15 of the other parts of the Levitical priesthood.

We respond. The word [image: ] (“age” or “eternity”) does not always mean endless eternity and absolute perpetuity but expresses any very long period of time whose duration is unknown, for it comes from the root [image: ] (“he hid”). Therefore the duration must be viewed with reference to the subject matter. Exod. 21:6 and Deut. 15:17: “He will be your servant [image: ] (’forever’).” Here it means the period of a life span—or, rather, “He will serve until the year of jubilee,” as is explained in Midrash Ele Haddebarim (ch. 15). In 1 Sam. 1:22 it is said of Samuel: “He will dwell there forever all the days of his life,” or until the age of the Levites, which was reached at fifty years, as Rabbi Salomon explains. In Jer. 25:9, the first captivity of Israel and the overthrow of Jerusalem are called an “everlasting desolation,” though in the same chapter (v. 11) it is limited to seventy years. Eccl. 3:14: “The works of God endure forever.” That is, they have a definite span of their duration. It is used in the same way in those statements, namely, not as a reference to absolute perpetuity but to long-standing yet periodic duration. That is why He adds carefully: “I shall establish My covenant between Me and you forever in your generations.” Jerome (commentary on Galatians) thinks when this word is written with a waw cholem [[image: ]] it means absolute eternity, but when it is written without the waw [[image: ]] it means a finite and determined time. Yet the examples show that this is not always the case.

** The Jews also tell tales about a sabbatical river which flows all week rapidly enough to roll stones, but then rests on the Sabbath. We respond. This is nonsense, for where in the world was it? Although Josephus and Pliny do mention it, neither agrees with the other. Today that proof means nothing until they show us a drop from that sabbatical river. **




1 pontem Sublicium, a wooden bridge that connected Rome to the Janiculan hill on the other side of the Tiber River.

2 The town is now called Cerveteri.

3 The accepted orthography is caerimoniae, though the word’s origin is uncertain and could very well be Etruscan (where Caere was located). Cf. Oxford Latin Dictionary, s.v. “caerimonia.”

4 Gerhard gives this word as plural. In the Hebrew of Genesis it is singular. The ESV translates it as “a ruler’s staff ”; KJV: “lawgiver.”

5 Read fuerint with Cotta instead of fuerunt.

6 hyacinthina; or “hyacinth-colored.”

7 That which brings about an effect. Here, the “efficient cause” is the people who offer sacrifices.

8 Or “material” or “matter.” When form and matter are combined, they produce actually existing beings. A material cause concurs toward an effect by receiving and sustaining a form. Here, the “material cause” is the stuff from which a sacrifice is made.

9 That which completes another thing or determines it or through which it operates, its “form.” A formal cause gives being to an effect by forming a material. Here the “formal cause” is what distinguishes one kind of sacrifice from others.

10 The same as an “end,” i.e., an aim, purpose, or goal. The final cause is the cause for which the doer acts or that for whose sake something happens.

11 Reading vel with Cotta instead of nunc.

12 Novalia can mean either “standing crops” or “cultivated fields.”

13 See Lectures on Genesis (1535–45/1544–54), AE 1:248 (WA 42:184).

14 Read Theodoretus with Cotta instead of Theodorus.

15 Ovid, Heroides 20.181–82 (LCL 41 [1931], 286–87).

16 The Latin word for “salt” (sal) implies wisdom and wit. See also Mark 9:50; Col. 4:6.

17 κoινωνία ἁλῶν καὶ τραπέξης. See, e.g., Chrysostom, Homily 24 on 1 Cor. 10:18 (NPNF1 12:140 n. 1).

18 In Latin a propitiatorium is a place where propitiation happens.

19 Oeconomica; or “of the household.”

20 I.e., [image: ].

21 Read firmitas instead of infirmitas.

22 Read Judaeos with Cotta instead of Judaeis.

23 On “humors,” see above, p. 54 n. 6.

24 Sic per arefactionem mundabimur ab omni peccati labe. The statement in this context is nonsensical. Cf. Matt. 21:19; Jer. 23:10. Sections such as this, enclosed in asterisks, are Gerhard’s marginal notes that were added to editions after his death; Gerhard himself did not have the opportunity to edit them. Perhaps read patefactionem [“revealing, uncovering”] instead of arefactionem [“drying out”]. Or perhaps Gerhard alludes to the drying out of a bodily flow or discharge that inflicted Levitical uncleanness.

25 I.e., the corrupted religion of the Samaritans. See 2 Kings 17:29–41.

26 In the Vulgate and Luther’s German Bible, the apocryphal “Letter of Jeremiah” is considered Baruch 6. In English editions of the Apocrypha, the “Letter of Jeremiah” is often considered a separate book. See The Apocrypha: The Lutheran Edition with Notes (St. Louis: Concordia, 2012), 151.

27 mollities. For a different definition of this term, see above, p. 159 (On the Law of God [Commonplace XV], § 161 [3]).







TREATISE III: THE FORENSIC LAWS SPECIFICALLY







CHAPTER I: THE TERM “JUDICIAL LAWS”

§ 29. Let this be enough about the ceremonial laws. The judicial laws ([image: ], τίκρίματα [“judgments”]) were political ordinances, so called because they were the norm of judgments in the political forum. Luther translates them as Rechte, which is to say, “civil laws” [jura civilia] or “forensic laws” [leges forenses]. It seems that 2 Chron. 34:31 calls them [image: ] (“testimonies”) because in that passage commandments, statutes, and testimonies—that is, the moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws—are connected, seeing as these, no less than the others, were testimonies of God’s will as to how the Israelites’ state was to be established and their judgments exercised. In Exod. 15:25 and Deut. 4:5 they are called κρίσεις [“judgments”], for they were the norm and North Star of judgments. In Exod. 21:1; Num. 36:13; etc., they are called δικαιώματα because they were the rules for civil righteousness. They are described in this way because they are precepts given by the authority of God through Moses concerning the external maintenance of discipline according to the entire Decalogue. Furthermore, the forensic laws were specifications of the general commandments of the Decalogue for a specific kind of external actions by which to govern most aptly the civic life of the Israelites.







CHAPTER II: REFERRAL OF THE FORENSIC LAWS TO THE DECALOGUE

An enumeration.

§ 30. These laws are set forth in Exodus 21–23 and are repeated in many places throughout the books of Moses. They can be most conveniently listed and reviewed following the order of the commandments of the Decalogue, for they are appendices of it; they especially deal with observing the Second Table.

To the First Commandment belongs the ordinance concerning the punishment of idolaters: Exod. 22:20: “Whoever sacrifices to any god other than Jehovah alone shall be killed.” Deut. 13:5: “The prophet or dreamer of dreams who has spoken rebellion against Jehovah your God shall be slain.” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] C. De haereticis et Manichaeis, l. Adriani, dictates that Manichaeans were to be driven from the city and handed over to the ultimate punishment. Ibid., l. ubicunque: “Wherever Manichaeans are found, they are to be condemned to death.” Ibid., l. Manichaei: “The Manichaeans are driven out everywhere and punished by death, as well as the other heretics. A heretic is anyone who is not orthodox. Greeks, or pagans, and Jews and Samaritans are forbidden to bear and hold the office of magistrates,” etc.) Deut. 13:6, 9–10: “If your brother, your son, or the wife of your bosom entices you secretly, saying, ’Let us go and serve other gods,’ you shall kill him and stone him to death with stones.” In vv. 12[–18] idolatrous cities are ordered to be destroyed and all their spoils to be burned in a fire.

To the Second Commandment belongs the ordinance regarding the punishment of witches, or sorceresses,1 and all evildoers devoted to incantations or other satanic arts. Exod. 22:18: “You shall not allow a witch to live.” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] C. De maleficis et mathematicis, l. Multi: “Many do not hesitate to use magic arts, to upset the elements, or to weaken the life of the innocent. Having summoned the multitudes, they cause a disturbance such that everyone harms his enemies by wicked arts. May a terrible plague consume these because they are aliens to nature.”) Lev. 20:27: “A man or woman who is a medium or spirit of divination shall be put to death.” Also pertinent is the ordinance concerning the punishment for blasphemy. Lev. 24:15–16: “Whoever curses God shall bear his own sin. Whoever pronounces the name ’Jehovah’ shall surely die. They shall surely stone him.”

To the Third Commandment belong the ordinances concerning the death penalty for violators of the Sabbath (Exod. 35:2), and concerning the sabbatical year (Exod. 23:10[–11]; Lev. 25:4): “For six years you shall sow your land; but in the seventh year you shall let it rest and lie fallow that the poor of your people may eat; and what they leave the wild beasts may eat. You shall do so with your vineyard and with your olive grove.” (We explained the reasons for this ordinance in § 22.)

§ 31. To the Fourth Commandment belong various items as, for instance: (1) Concerning the freeing of slaves. Exod. 21:2–11:


If you buy a Hebrew slave, he will serve for six years, and in the seventh he will go out free, for nothing. If he comes in single, he will go out single; if he comes in married, then his wife will go out with him. If his master gives him a wife and she bears him sons or daughters, the wife and children will be her master’s, and the slave will go out alone. But if the slave says, “I love my master, my wife, and my children. I shall not go out free,” then his master will bring him to the judges, and he will also bring him to the door or to the doorpost. And his master will pierce his ears with an awl; and he will serve him for life (until the jubilee year). When a man sells his daughter as a maidservant, she will not go out as the male slaves do. If she does not please her master who has betrothed her to himself, he will let her be redeemed. He will not have the power to sell her to a foreign people, because he has rejected her. But if he betrothes her to his son, he will deal with her as with a daughter. If he takes another wife to himself, he will not diminish her food or clothing or time. And if he does not do these three things for her, she will go out for nothing, without the payment of money.



Lev. 25:39–41, 46–47, 49: “If your brother becomes poor so as to sell himself to you, you will not use his work as the work of a slave. He will be with you as a hired servant and will serve you until the jubilee year. Then he will go out and his children with him and return to his family” (that is, in accord with the limitation given in Exodus 21). “You will own as your inheritance forever slaves and maidservants you have bought from the Gentiles and also from those who dwell with you.” If any Israelite had sold himself to a foreigner, his nearest kin had the obligation to buy him back. Deut. 15:13–14: “If you set free a Hebrew male or female slave in the seventh year, you will not let him go empty-handed, but you will surely furnish him out of your flock, your threshing floor, and your winepress,” etc. (It is apparent from these laws that there were two kinds of slaves among the Hebrews: one of strangers and foreigners, the other of their own people when the latter would be reduced to slavery because of wickedness, such as theft; because of adversity, such as debt; or because of poverty. The condition of slaves who were Israelites by blood was more tolerable than that of strangers, in memory of the slavery in Egypt.)

(2) Concerning the punishment for injury and insult inflicted upon parents. Exod. 21:15: “Whoever strikes his father or mother must be put to death.” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Pompeia 1, ff. De lege Pompeia de parricidiis, establishes the same punishment for parricides as the punishment of the Cornelian law for murderers. [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Poena 9, same tit.: “By custom of our ancestors, this punishment has been established for those who murder their parents. The murderer shall be beaten with bloody rods; then sewn into a sack with a dog, a rooster, a snake, and an ape; and then the sack shall be thrown into the depths of the sea—that is, if the sea is near—otherwise it is thrown to beasts, according to the constitution of Hadrian.” The same thing is established in l. Si quis, C. De his qui parentes vel liberos occiderunt.) Lev. 20:9: “Whoever curses his father or mother shall be put to death.”

(3) Concerning the punishment of a stubborn son. Deut. 21:18–19, 21: “If a man has a stubborn son, let him bring him out to the elders of the city, and all of the men of the city will stone him to death.” (Origen states it beautifully, on Leviticus, homily 11: “If you dishonor your bodily father, this insult passes to your spiritual Father; and if you harm your bodily mother, that injury redounds to the heavenly mother, Jerusalem.”)

(4) Concerning matrimonial cases, such as how captive women may be married. Deut. 21:11–14: “When you see among the captives a beautiful woman and love her and marry her, you will bring her into your house where she will shave her hair and clip her nails. She will take off the clothing of her captivity and remain in your house and mourn for her father and mother for a full month. Afterward you may go in to her, and you will be her husband. If she does not please you, you will let her go where she wills and not sell her in the market” (so that the husband’s lust may be restrained in this way, says Philo, De caritate, p. 481). (The ancients apply this allegorically to making philosophy obedient to the Christian faith. Jerome, Ad Pammach.: “The soul which is to be joined spiritually with Christ must be clad in the mourning clothes of repentance, shaved of the stains of sins through the razor of God’s Law, and dragged away from attachment to the world,” etc.) By these rituals a jealous husband may be able to examine the chastity of his wife (Num. 5:12[–31]).

[Other matrimonial cases include:] That the Israelites were not supposed to intermarry with the tribes of Canaan nor give their daughters to them (Deut. 7:3). That the son of a dearly loved wife should not be preferred to the son of a despised or less loved wife who was first to the marriage bed (Deut. 21:15). That a divorced wife cannot be remarried to her first husband (Deut. 24:1[–4]) (in order to restrain rash license to divorce, for one was not permitted to call a woman he had divorced back again to his bed even if he regretted the divorce).

That newly-married men were exempted from public duties and from going to war for the first year (Deut. 24:5). (The moral reason for this was to strengthen their hearts all the more in conjugal love. Typologically, it symbolizes how those recently converted must be nurtured very gently.)

That a surviving brother or the next of kin was compelled to marry the childless widow of a dead brother (Deut. 25:5[–10]). If a man refused to do this, the related widow spat in his face and removed a sandal of his as a testimony of her public disgrace (v. 9). (But how does this law not contradict the one that forbids uncovering the nakedness of your brother’s wife, Lev. 18:16? We respond. Some take the word “brother” to mean the next of kin, namely, those whom the wife of the deceased is not forbidden to marry in the catalog given in Leviticus 18. Some, on the other hand, distinguish between the wife of a brother still living and the wife of a deceased brother. They claim that Leviticus 18 discusses the former and that this passage concerns the latter.) The primary reason for this law was the preservation and distinction of families. The second reason was the care of widows and the fostering of harmony among brothers. Augustine (Contra Faustum, bk. 32, ch. 10) applies this allegorically to ministers of the church: Christ having died once for us, they raise up seed by begetting spiritual children to receive His name and inheritance. The following allegory can also be constructed: “Adam was the son of God, created by Him for the purpose of procreating more children for God to enter the heavenly inheritance along with him. However, this Adam died spiritually and left no heir for God, his Father. Therefore the second Adam, his Brother, Jesus Christ, took his place. By an eternal and indissoluble covenant He joined Himself to our flesh and now generates children for God our Father through the Word and Sacraments, thus multiplying the seed of Adam” (Polycarp Leyser, on Genesis 38, p. 67).

§ 32. To the Fifth Commandment belong the ordinances: (1) About intentional and accidental homicide. Cities of refuge had been established to which those responsible for manslaughter could flee (Exod. 21:13; Num. 35:11; Deut. 19:2[–3]). (In a homicide of this type, God is said to have delivered the slain person into the hands of his slayer by singular providence or His permission. Augustine, on Exodus, q. 79: “In one and the same deed God is praised for His hidden equity, and the man is punished for his own iniquity.” Furthermore, the fathers are not absurd in applying the five cities of refuge to the five wounds of Christ, where the repentant sinner finds refuge even though through sin he had brought death upon his soul. In connection with this, after the death of the high priest, a manslayer was allowed to return to his homeland; for Christ, the only high priest of the New Testament, has gained re-entrance for us to our heavenly homeland through His death. [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Fideli, C. De his, qui ad ecclesiam confugiunt, agrees with this ordinance of God.) However, those guilty of intentional homicide were to be taken from the altar for punishment (Exod. 21:14).

(2) Concerning the rituals for cleansing the land where the corpse of a slain person was found, whose killer was unknown (Deut. 21:1[–9]). (The fathers apply these rites to Christ, in whom is the expiation for our sins. He never bore the yoke of sin, and He was crucified at Jerusalem, around which the land was harsh and barren.)

(3) Concerning the rights of warfare: That no one was forced to go off to war who had built a new house and had not yet dedicated it, who had planted a vineyard and had not yet enjoyed its fruit, who had betrothed a woman to himself and had not yet taken her home, or who was timid and fainthearted (Deut. 20:5–8). (The hindrance to spiritual warfare is excessive interest in earthly matters.)

That all males of the assaulted city had to be killed by the sword ([Deut. 20:]13).

(4) Concerning the punishments for homicide and for any harm inflicted on the body of one’s neighbor. Exod. 21:18–23: “When men quarrel and one strikes his neighbor with a stone or fist and the man does not die but lies on his bed, if the man gets up again and walks outside though with a cane, then he who struck him will be innocent.” (In the political forum he would be absolved from the ordinary punishment for homicide, because death seems to have ensued from a cause other than the striking.) “But in such a way that he shall pay him for his lost work and for his medical expenses. Whoever strikes a slave, male or female, so that he dies under his hand will surely be punished; but if the slave survives for one or two days, he will not be subject to punishment because the slave is his money” (that is, because he bought the slave, male or female, with his money). ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Si virgis, C. De emend. serv.: “If a master beats his slave with rods or a whip or chains him to keep him under guard, then if the slave dies after an interval of days has passed, the master should not fear criminal charges. However, he should not use his right immoderately, but would then become guilty of homicide if he intentionally killed him by a blow of a club or a stone, or by using a spear clearly to inflict a lethal wound upon him, by ordering him to be hanged with a noose, or shamefully commanding him to be thrown off a cliff,” etc.) “When men become angry and someone strikes a pregnant woman so as to cause premature birth and there is no death, he will be subject to a fine of as much as the woman’s husband demands and as the judge determines; but if there is death, he will pay life for a life.” (From this law [jurists] deduce a distinction between an unformed fetus and a formed one, for most jurists claim that whoever kills an already formed and animate fetus is ordinarily subject to the punishment for homicide, according to Constitutio Carolina et Electoralis.) Verse 24 sets forth the general law: “An eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, a hand for a hand,” etc. Verses 26–32: “When a man strikes the eye of a slave, male or female, and causes them to be one-eyed, he will turn them loose for the sake of the eye. If he knocks out the tooth of a slave, male or female, he will also let them go free.” (This fairness restrained masters in their office from being overly cruel with their slaves, for they did not have the right of life and death over their slaves the way the Romans wrongly did.) “If an ox gores a man or woman so that he dies, that ox will be stoned to death and his flesh not eaten” (so that it is clear how abominable homicide is to God), “but the owner of the ox will be innocent. But if the ox has been accustomed to gore in the past, and they have told its owner” (that is, if the owner has been given a serious warning to lock up the ox which had the habit of goring), “and the owner has not kept it in, and if that ox kills a man or woman, then that ox will be stoned, and also its owner will be put to death. If a ransom price has been imposed upon him that must be paid to redeem his life, he will pay whatever has been demanded.” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Nihil interest 12, ff. Ad legem Cornel. de sicar.: “It does not matter whether the killer provides the cause of death.”) “If the ox gores a son or daughter” (that is, younger, unmarried persons), “he will be subject to a similar sentence. If it gores a slave, male or female, the owner of the ox will give the owner of the slave thirty shekels of silver, and the ox will be stoned.”

(5) Concerning works of mercy and love which should be shown to the stranger, widow, orphan, and even to enemies. Exod. 22:21: “You shall not harm a stranger or oppress him.” Verse 22: “You shall not afflict any widow or orphan.” Exod. 23:4–5: “If you come across your enemy’s straying ox or donkey, you shall bring it back to him. If you see the donkey of a man who hates you lying down under its load, you shall assist it,” etc. (Yet these more accurately belong to the moral Law than to the forensic laws.)

§ 33. To the Sixth Commandment belong the ordinances regarding the penalties for lewdness, adultery, and heinous lusts. Exod. 22:16–17; Deut. 22:28: “When someone seduces a virgin who is not betrothed and has sexual intercourse with her, he shall give the bride-price for her and marry her.” (That is, he must not demand from the father a dowry for the girl, but from his own property provide a marriage gift for her and still marry her.) “If the father of the virgin refuses to give her to the man who has defiled her, he will pay him money according to the dowry for virgins.” (He will give as much money as is generally given for a virgin of this sort for her dowry, namely, fifty shekels.) Exod. 22:19: “Whoever lies with an animal shall surely be put to death.” (They generally call this heinous crime “bestiality.”) Deut. 22:20–25: “When someone marries a wife in whom he does not find the tokens of virginity, they shall then bring the girl to the door of her father’s house, and the men of her city shall stone her, and she shall die.” (Lyra explains the tokens of virginity brought into judgment by unfolding her garments metaphorically as a reference to virginity attested through witnesses. Most take it as a reference to the signs of the hymen kept inviolate until the marriage bed. Fallopius, Columbus, and others describe that membrane and call it the virginal diaphragm or barrier; but Oribasius, Collectaneorum Medic., bk. 24, and Laurentius, Anatom., bk. 7, ch. 12, q. 13, clearly deny it. See the book of Pinaeus, De notis virginitatis, and Cypraeus, De sponsal., ch. 13.) Verse 22: “If a man sleeps with the wife of another, both shall die, the adulterer and the adulteress.” (The Lex Julia and the Constitutio Carolina also approve capital punishment for this crime.) [Verses 23–24:] “If someone betroths a young virgin, and someone else finds her in a city” (where she could call others for protection, unlike in a solitary place) “and lies with her, you shall take both outside the gate of that city and stone them to death—the girl because she did not cry out though she was in the city, and the man because he shamed her, that is, defiled his neighbor’s wife with adultery.” (In the sight of God a betrothed woman is a wife, seeing as it is not sex [concubitus] but consent which makes a marriage.) [Verse 25:] “But if someone accosts a girl betrothed to another in open country, grabs her, and lies with her, he alone shall die, but the girl shall not be guilty of death” (for the defilement is presumed to have been inflicted upon her violently).

Also related to the Sixth Commandment is the punishment for unchaste contact. Deut. 25:11–12: “When men fight and the wife of one draws near to rescue her husband from the hand of his assailant and puts out her hand and takes hold of his privates, you shall then cut off her hand.” (God is a chaste mind, a very severe avenger of all unchastity.) Deut. 23:18: “You shall not bring the earnings of a prostitute or the price of a dog into the house of Jehovah your God.”

§ 34. To the Seventh Commandment belong various ordinances, such as: (1) Concerning the punishment for kidnapping. Exod. 21:16; Deut. 24:7: “Whoever steals a person and sells him, or is found in possession of him, must die.” ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Si liberum 1, ff. De lege Fabia de plagariis: “If a buyer knowingly purchases a free man, he will be charged with a capital offense according to the Lex Fabia. The seller is also guilty of this crime if he knowingly sold a free man.” [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Quoniam servos 7, C. Ad legem Fabiam de plagiariis: “You indicate that slaves are being stolen from the city by kidnappers, and you wrote earlier that sometimes free men are being carried off in this criminal activity. Therefore we decree that you must respond to the lawlessness of these offenses with greater severity. Accordingly, if you arrest anyone for this crime, you shall not hesitate to sentence him to death.”)

(2) Concerning the punishment for simple theft. Exod. 22:1–4: “If anyone steals an ox or a sheep and kills it” (so that he cannot return it to its owner) “or sells it, he shall pay five oxen for one ox and four sheep for one sheep.” (Cardinal Hugh says that the reason for the different repayments is that an ox has five uses: it feeds, plows, treads out grain as a calf, provides shoes and equipment; a sheep, on the other hand, has four: it gives milk, feeds, provides clothes, and is sacrificed. However, it is better to attribute the reason for the difference to the grades [of severity] of the theft.) “If a thief is caught breaking in or digging in at night and is wounded so that he dies, the one who struck him will have no bloodguilt.” (According to the Laws of the Twelve Tables,2 one was permitted to kill a thief at night, and also during the day if he defended himself with a weapon.) “However, if the head of the household does this after sunrise, he will be liable to death.” (Or, as others render it, “he will have bloodguilt”; that is, the magistrate will force him to await a sentence for shedding blood.) “The thief shall make restitution” (that is, fivefold or fourfold), “but if he has nothing with which to make restitution, he shall be sold for his theft. If the stolen beast is found alive in his possession, whether an ox or an ass or a sheep, he shall repay double.”

(3) Concerning damages which a four-footed animal has caused. Exod. 21:35–36: “When one man’s ox hurts another’s so that it dies, then they shall sell the live ox and divide the price of it, and the dead ox they also shall divide. But if it is known to the owner of the killed ox that the ox has been in the habit of goring in the past, and the owner has not guarded it, he will give a live ox to the owner of the dead ox and will take the entire body of the dead ox.” Exod. 22:5: “If anyone lets his beast loose to feed on another’s property, namely, in the field or vineyard of his neighbor, he shall pay back the best he has in his field or vineyard in proportion to the value of the loss.” (Compare [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] bk. 9, ff., tit. 1, Si quadrupes pauperiem fecisse dicatur.)

(4) Concerning causing loss. Exod. 21:33–34: “If anyone opens a cistern or a well and then does not cover it, and an ox or a donkey falls into it, the owner of the cistern shall pay back the price of the beasts, but whatever has been killed will belong to him.” Exod. 22:6: “If fire breaks out and catches in thorns” (that is, if someone starts a fire close to the thorn hedge next to a field and the thorns catch fire) “and consumes the nearby sheaves of grain or the standing crops in the fields, the one who started the fire will make restitution for the loss.”

(5) Regarding a deposit. Exod. 22:7–8, 10–13: “If someone gives his neighbor money or vessels” (that is, any household goods) “to keep, and they are stolen from him who has undertaken the guardianship of the deposited property, then if the thief is found, he shall pay double. If the thief is not found, the owner of the house will be brought to the gods” (or, rather, to the judges, who inquire precisely) “whether he has put his hand to his neighbor’s property. If someone entrusts to his neighbor a donkey, ox, sheep, or any other animal for safekeeping, and it dies, is injured, or is abducted by an enemy without any eyewitness, there shall be an oath between them as to whether he put his hand to his neighbor’s property. If it was stolen, he shall make restitution to the owner. If it was carried away by a beast, he should bring back to him some piece as evidence that the animal has been torn by a wild beast, and he shall not make restitution.”

(6) Concerning a trespass. Exod. 22:9: “For every transgression, whether it be for an ox, donkey, sheep, clothing, or whatever kind of loss can be brought upon someone” (that is, as regards any kind of loss), “the case of both will go to the gods [that is, the judges], and he whom they condemn shall make double restitution to his neighbor.”

(7) Concerning borrowing and hiring. Exod. 22:14–15: “When3 a man takes an animal or beast from his neighbor on loan, and it dies or is hurt while its owner is absent, then the borrower shall be forced to make restitution. But if the owner was present, he shall not make restitution; what is hired comes for its hiring fee.” (If it died while its owner was present, it is judged that it died by accident rather than by the fault of the borrower.)

(8) On lending and usury. Exod. 22:25; Lev. 25:36: “If you lend money to any of My people with you who is poor, you shall not press him as a creditor does, nor shall you impose usury on him.” Deut. 23:19–20: “You shall not lend to your brother upon interest of money, interest of food, or interest of anything usually loaned for interest. You may charge interest to a foreigner, but to your brother you shall not charge interest.” (For there were Canaanite peoples among whom the Israelites were living, peoples dedicated to destruction. Therefore it was permitted to oppress the Canaanites with usury even as it was permitted to kill them. Ambrose, De Tobia, ch. 15: “Take usury from him whom it is not a crime to kill; where there is a right of war, there is also the right to take usury.”)

(9) Concerning pledges. Exod. 22:26–27: “If you take your neighbor’s garment as a pledge, you shall give it back to him before sunset, because that is his only covering, the mantle of his flesh, and he has nothing else in which to sleep.” Deut. 24:6: “No one shall take as a pledge a mill or an upper millstone.” (Synecdochically this means all instruments used for operating machinery needed to prepare food. Cf. [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] l. Obligatione [and] l. Vel qui in usum, ff. De pignoribus.) Deut. 24:10–12: “When you make a loan to your neighbor, you shall not go into his house to seize the pledge. You shall stand outside, and the man to whom you make the loan shall bring the pledge out to you” (lest, after examining all his household goods, the creditor demand a pledge of his own choosing). “If he is a poor man, you shall not sleep with his pledge,” etc.

§ 35. To the Eighth Commandment belongs the ordinance: (1) Concerning repudiating the testimony of one witness in trials. Deut. 17:6: “On the word of two or three witnesses he that is to die shall be put to death, but he shall not be put to death on the word of one witness.” Deut. 19:15: “A single witness shall not prevail against anyone for any wrong or for any crime; I say, in whatever crime has been committed, only on the word of two or three witnesses shall a charge be sustained.”

(2) Concerning the penalty for false testimony. Deut. 19:16–19, 21: “When a lying witness rises up against anyone to accuse him of wrongdoing, then both parties to the dispute shall appear before Jehovah, before the priests and judges who are [in office] in those days; the judges shall inquire diligently, and if the witness is a false witness and has accused his brother falsely, you shall do to him as he had meant to do to his brother. Your eye shall not pity. It shall be a life for a life,” etc.

(3) Concerning the penalty for bringing a false accusation. Deut. 22:13–15, 18–19: “When someone marries a wife and goes in to her and hates her and gives the reproach of words against her and brings a bad name upon her” (that is, if he impugns her honor, saying her chastity was violated before marriage), “then the parents of that girl shall take the tokens of her virginity to the magistrate” (that is, cloths stained with the blood of her broken hymen). “Then the elders of that city will take the man and fine him a hundred shekels of silver, which he shall give to the girl’s father because he defamed her, and he shall be unable to divorce her all the days of his life.” (However, these seem to belong more to the moral Law.)

§ 36. In this way the forensic laws can be enumerated and listed according to the commandments of the Decalogue. Yet we must point out here that some of them are general and cannot be suitably assigned to any specific commandment of the Decalogue, such as: (1) The laws preventing certain people from holding public offices and duties. Deut. 23:1: “He whose testicles are crushed or whose male member is cut off shall not enter into the assembly of the Lord.” That is, no public office may be committed to him, for thus entrance into the assembly of the Lord was most properly received since they were permitted to take part in divine worship. Isa. 56:4–5: “Thus says the Lord: ’To the eunuchs who keep My Sabbaths, who choose the things that please Me and hold fast My covenant, I shall give them in My house and within My walls a monument and a name better than sons or daughters.’ ” (The purpose of this law was to disapprove of the Gentile custom where castrated males would be put in charge of the women’s quarters and public functions. In fact, the castrated very often are effeminate, and to commit magistracy to them was improper.) Deut. 23:2: “No bastard shall enter the assembly of the Lord; until the tenth generation he shall not enter the assembly of the Lord.” (The purpose of this law was to denounce fornication, which greatly harms the family. The example of Jephthah in Judg. 11:11 shows that there were some exceptions to this law.) Deut. 23:3: “No Ammonite or Moabite shall enter the assembly of the Lord; even to the eleventh generation none shall enter the assembly of the Lord forever, because they did not receive you with bread and water along the way after you had gone out of Egypt, and because they hired Balaam against you,” etc. (It is quite clear from Exod. 12:48 that strangers and sojourners were not forbidden to join the church of the Israelites through the sacrament of circumcision and to take part in the public sacred rites. Thus “entering the assembly of the Lord” cannot mean “to take part in public rites” but “to hold public office in the state.” Duarenus, De sacris eccles. ministeriis, bk. 4, ch. 5, takes it as a reference to a law about intermarriage, that the Ammonites and Moabites were forbidden to marry Israelite women. But the prior explanation better fits the text because Boaz married Ruth, a Moabite woman, Ruth 4:13.) According to Deut. 23:7, Edomites and Egyptians of the third generation could enter the assembly of the Lord; that is, they could hold public offices.

(2) Laws about removing the corpse of a hanged person from the people’s sight before sunset (Deut. 21:22–23). (On account of the hope of resurrection and of the dignity of man, the apostle applies this to Christ, who for us was made a curse on the tree. See Julius Clarus, Sent., bk. 5, q. 100.)

Distinction within the forensic laws.

§ 37. Those are the more important forensic laws. If one pays careful attention to them, he will grasp that most of them are quite severe and harsh in applying punishments, for the people of Israel were “a stiff-necked people” (Acts 7:51). God often complained about this through Moses (Exod. 32:9; Deut. 9:13): “I have seen this people, and, behold, it is a stiff-necked people.” Exod. 33:3: “I shall not go up with you, for you are a stiff-necked people, lest I consume you in the way.” Because of this “hardness of heart,” the Israelites were allowed to divorce in order to avoid greater evil, as Christ testifies in Matt. 19:8. From this Luther drew the distinction that some forensic laws command that which is good of itself and in its own category; but some forensic laws, to avoid a greater evil, permit that which of itself and in its own category is not good. “Some are laws of teaching; some are laws of prevention.”4

Here one should also consider that Moses played two roles, so to speak, among the Israelites: that of a prophet-teacher and that of a political lawgiver. As a prophet-teacher he well knew that divorce and polygamy were contrary to the original institution of marriage, as Christ teaches in Matt. 19:6. Nevertheless he permitted that stubborn people to divorce in order to avoid the greater evil, lest those wife-haters become wife-killers. Since the Pharisees did not observe this distinction, Christ rebuked them sharply. They interpreted the law about divorce as if giving wives a certificate of divorce were good of itself and in the eyes of God. [Christ] changed their “commanded” [ἐνετείλατo] to “allowed” [ἐπέτρεχεν] (Matt. 19:8). In fact, the prophets themselves despised and rejected that rash license to divorce on the basis of the moral Law (Mal. 2:14[–16]).







CHAPTER III: DIVISIONS OF THE FORENSIC LAWS

§ 38. Chemnitz proposes the following division of the forensic laws.5 (1) Some laws order the household society, such as laws about servants, spouses, parents, and children.

(2) Some laws order the political society among citizens, such as laws concerning magistrates, the order of judges, transactions, the difference of jurisdictions, the distribution of inheritances, punishments. These were capital punishment, punishments of loss [of property], retaliation in kind, punishments of shame (such as “the house of him who had his sandal pulled off ” [Deut. 25:10]), the punishments of scourging, servitude, and exile (and yet they would not be sent out of the Promised Land, lest they fall into idolatry).

(3) Some laws speak about foreign matters, such as the laws of military service, immigrants, etc.

This division is quite clear and obvious; nevertheless because the primary purpose of the forensic laws was the preservation of external discipline according to every commandment of the Decalogue and the establishing of the Jewish political state, it seems most suitable to follow the order of the commandments of the Decalogue in enumerating the forensic laws. There are some who reduce the forensic laws to three main headings altogether: persons, property, and actions, because every law is said to fit into those. (See [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] § Omne autem 14, Instit., De iure nat.)







CHAPTER IV: THE ABROGATION OF THE FORENSIC LAWS

The forensic laws have been abrogated in the New Testament.

§ 39. Next, because the forensic laws pertained solely to establishing and governing the Jewish political state, it is easy to see that they have been abrogated in the New Testament. We confirm this with the following proofs.

(1) Any law that has a certain endpoint to its observance is not perpetual and unchangeable. When the endpoint associated with it arrives, the law is judged to have been abrogated. But now, a certain endpoint was attached to the observance of the forensic laws by God Himself. Gen. 49:10: “The scepter shall not depart from Judah nor the [image: ] (’lawgiver’) from his thigh until Shiloh” (or, rather, the Messiah) “comes.” There the scepter and the lawgiver are connected, and a certain time is attached to the duration of both, namely, the coming of the Messiah. Consequently, with the coming of the Messiah the Jewish state itself, along with its laws, was abrogated. Mercerus (on Genesis, p. 731): “A [image: ] is a scribe, lawgiver, director—so called because he prescribed rights and laws and carved and inscribed them onto bronze and stone that they may be remembered. In the New Testament, one who gives answers concerning the forensic law from the Mosaic Law is called a γραμματεύς.”

** In Matt. 19:7, when Christ abrogated the forensic law about the certificate of divorce in Deut. 24:1, He indicated, not obscurely, that the judicial laws of Moses had ceased in the New Testament, as the apostle in Eph. 2:14–15 also testifies as to how Christ has destroyed the dividing wall of hostility and the law of commandments which was placed in ordinances. Therefore whatever belongs to the dividing wall of hostility and is contained within the law of the commandments placed in ordinances has been abrogated by Christ and, consequently, is no longer binding in the New Testament. But now, the forensic laws of Moses belong to the dividing wall of hostility, etc. Gal. 3:28: “There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free; you are all one in Christ.” But now, the forensic laws make a distinction between Jews and Greeks, slaves and free. The obligation to the judicial law was of the same kind as the obligation to the ceremonial law. But now, the obligation to the ceremonial law was temporary, as we showed above [§ 27]. Therefore. The major premise is proved: (a) Because ceremonial as well as judicial statutes belonged to the dividing wall of hostility which has now been torn down. (b) Just as the temple of the Jews was destroyed, so also was the Jewish state destroyed, to which the forensic laws belong. (c) Both sets of laws belonged to the Old Testament, which is “obsolete” (Heb. 8:13). (d) Neither was written by God on tablets of stone or in the hearts of people or was put into the ark of the covenant. (e) Also, some judicial laws clearly pertained to the Aaronic priesthood. That which applied to special circumstances of place, time, cases, and persons does not obligate simply but rather ceases itself at the same time as those circumstances cease. The forensic law of Moses applied to certain circumstances of place, time, cases, and persons. Therefore. **

(2) Whatever did not obligate peoples who had converted to God in the Old Testament obligated them even less in the New Testament. But now, when the Jewish state still existed during the time of the Old Testament, the forensic laws were not imposed upon converted peoples. Rather, they were free to keep the laws of their fathers and forefathers, as is shown by the examples of Job, Jethro, the queen of Sheba, Nebuchadnezzar, the people of Nineveh, Cyrus, Darius, etc. Joseph governed Egypt and Daniel governed Persia without introducing the forensic laws. Therefore all the less can they be binding for Christians who have been converted from the Gentiles in the New Testament.

** A law obligates only those to whom it has been issued. The forensic law of Moses was issued only to the Jews. Therefore it obligates only them. **

(3) The destruction of the Jewish state is an obvious, public evidence of the abrogation of those laws. Take away a state, and its laws are also removed ([Corpus Iuris Civilis,] c. Innotuit 20, De elect.). But now, under the New Testament the Jewish state has been removed, seeing as for the whole time following the fall of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the Jews they have not had any kings, leaders, or Sanhedrin; so the prophecy of Hosea was truly fulfilled (3:4): “The children of Israel shall dwell many days without king or prince, without sacrifice or altar, without ephod or teraphim.” Therefore under the New Testament the forensic laws concerning the Jewish state have been removed. In the Roman Empire some laws are observed that were taken from the governments of the Athenians and of others, but this does not overturn our proposition. For those are observed not according as they belonged to the Athenians but because they were introduced by the Roman magistracy into our state and were given by right of the Roman Empire. However, the same thing cannot be demonstrated in regard to the forensic laws of Moses, namely, that Christ or the apostles so recalled them into the church and ordered them to be observed in the New Testament.

(4) Whatever magistrate we are bound to obey, it is fitting for us to be subject to his laws. Yet we are bound to obey even a heathen magistrate, as long as he is the legitimate magistrate. Rom. 13:1: “Let every soul be subject to the higher powers, for there is no authority except from God, and the powers which do exist have been ordained by God.” Verse 5: “Therefore be subject of necessity, not only because of wrath but also for the sake of conscience.” 1 Pet. 2:13–14: “Be subject for God’s sake to every human creature, whether it be to the king as supreme or to governors as men sent by him.” Clearly the apostles are speaking about not refusing obedience even to a heathen magistrate, for the Christians at that time did not yet have another magistrate. Therefore Christians are clearly subject to the civil laws of a magistrate, however heathen he may be, and as a consequence are not bound simply to the forensic laws of Moses, which do not agree in every detail with the civil laws of the Romans or of other peoples.

** If we are bound to subject ourselves even to those magistrates who administer the state with laws differing from the laws of Moses, then clearly the laws of Moses are not binding upon all people simply. But the first [proposition] is true because: (a) The Gospel does not abolish governments. (b) During the Babylonian captivity, the Jews had to be subject to the Babylonian magistracy even before the coming of Christ (Jer. 17:8, 12). Is it not all the more fitting, then, that we subject ourselves to the present magistrates? (c) The apostles teach the same thing in Rom. 13[:1–7]; 1 Pet. 2[:13–17]. **

(5) What was not imposed upon the heathen who converted to Christ at the time of the apostles should all the less be imposed upon us. The logic of the consequence is obvious, because the Jewish synagogue and state was about to be buried with honor, and so if it had seemed expedient to the apostles for the forensic laws of Moses to be observed in the New Testament, they surely would have imposed them upon those very people of the Gentiles whom they had converted to Christ by the preaching of the Gospel. But now, the yoke of the forensic laws was not imposed upon the Gentiles who converted to Christ at the time of the apostles, as is seen by the examples of the centurion (Matt. 8:13), the Roman soldiers (Luke 3:14), Cornelius (Acts 10:1), and the proconsul Sergius (Acts 13:12). All these certainly carried out their official duties and arranged their lives on the basis of the prescript of Roman law, and yet we do not read that they were censured for this by Christ or John the Baptist or the apostles, nor can one provide any example to the contrary. Therefore the yoke of the forensic laws of Moses should not be imposed upon us.

(6) Whoever wishes to enjoy the privileges of any state must approve of its laws. Paul used the privileges of the Roman state. Acts 22:25: “It is not lawful for you to scourge a man who is a Roman citizen and not condemned, is it?” Acts 25:10: “I am standing before Caesar’s tribunal where I ought to be tried.” Therefore he approved of Roman laws even though they did not agree with the laws of Moses in every detail.

(7) The kingdom of Christ is not external, worldly, and political, and as such it does not need forensic laws, nor does it abrogate governments nor free citizens from obedience to their magistrates. Rather, it is a spiritual, internal, and heavenly kingdom; the external, Jewish state was a type for it, bound and tied together by the forensic laws. Therefore, since Christ has been exalted to His kingdom, the typological kingdom rightly ceases to exist.

** Nevertheless just as the learned look at the laws of some ancient states for the sake of developing historical examples, so Luther (Tract. de recte docendo Moyse) teaches with several examples that rulers can conclude and discover by conjecture moral reasons mixed in with the forensic laws of God’s government, as well as many other salutary statutes.6 **

Antithesis.

§ 40. Therefore Carlstadt’s error must be reproved, whom the Münster Anabaptists later followed. These strenuously fought to eradicate Roman law from Christian states and to have civil cases judged according to the laws of Moses. Martin Luther fiercely opposed them, as is clear from vol. 1 of his works.7

** On this question, see several [works] in Luther (Jena German, vol. 2 [1558], fols. 480ff.8), also Lobechius (Disp. 18 in Aug. Confess., De magistr, §§ 33ff.). Henricus Stephanus, in his book which was published on this specific question, argues: “The laws of the Hebrews should be considered as having come from God Himself upon all republics and consequently should be restored as the best of all.” However, what is best for that people is not immediately the best absolutely. **

There is no lack of other fanatics brazenly supporting this error, as is evident from Bernard Textor’s disputation (published in 1592). On this matter, see Wilhelm Zepper (Tractatus de legibus Mosaicis) as well as the preface of the jurist [Johannes] Calvinus in Themis Hebraeo-Romana. Actually, Calvin himself writes clearly (Instit., bk. 4, ch. 20, section 14): “There are some who say that a state is not rightly ordered if it neglects the political ordinances of Moses and is ruled by the common laws of the nations. Let others see how dangerous and destructive this idea may be. For me it will be enough to have demonstrated that it is false and stupid.”

** [Ibid.] (sect. 16): “Some object that the Law of God given through Moses is insulted when it is abrogated and other new laws are preferred to it. This is a completely vacuous charge. You see, other laws are not being preferred to it when they are more approved not by a simple comparison, but given the circumstances of time, places, and peoples; nor can that be abrogated which was never given to us, for the Lord did not hand it down through the hand of Moses to be published among all nations and to be in force everywhere. Rather, because He had taken the Jews into His protection, support, and guardianship, He also wanted to be their particular Lawgiver. He had a particular reason for the laws given to them, which is characteristic of a wise lawgiver.” **

Bucanus writes along the same lines (Instit. theol., loc. 19, p. 186): “No state is bound to accept the political laws of the Israelites.” Perkins presents that very thought more accurately (Anatom. consc., p. 26):


The juridical laws of Moses are of two kinds: some are laws of particular equity or justice, and some are laws of universal justice. Laws of particular justice are those which prescribe justice concerning a particular constitution or condition of the Jewish state, its circumstances, time, place, persons, property, actions, etc. None of these obligates us. The laws of universal justice, or equity, are those which are made and sanctioned in accordance with the law or instinct of nature common to all men. These, as far as their substance is concerned, obligate the consciences not only of the Jews but also of the Gentiles. Hence a judicial law [of Moses] can be recognized as being also a law of universal justice or equity if either one of these two [conditions] is true of it: (1) If wise men, not only among the Jews but also among other nations, have judged that it is fair, just, and necessary according to natural reason and conscience, and at the same time have upheld their judgment by passing for their own states such laws which, as far as substance is concerned, are the same as many judicial laws given to the Jews. The Roman emperors, among others, are great examples of this. (2) A judicial law has that universal equity if it is in direct service to the explanation and confirmation of any commandment of the Decalogue or to the defense and preservation of the family, state, or even the church.



These are all Perkins’s words.

** Aretius (p. 1, probl. 54): “Just as the ceremonial shadows rightly ceased when the body came [Col. 2:17], so also the forensic laws were abrogated, which properly concerned the Jewish state.” The same thing is claimed by Musculus (Loci, p. 302, tit. De abrog. Mosaic.) and by P. Martyr (Loci, sect. 17, f. 715). **

§ 41. Let us take a look at the basic arguments of the Jews and Judaizers, who quite strictly argue for observing the forensic laws of Moses.

(I) “The author of the forensic laws is God, who is utterly wise and unchanging. Therefore He knows best what laws should rule governments, and He wants them to be observed unaltered.”

We respond. The forensic laws were promulgated in the utterly wise counsel of God in view of the Jewish state, and in that state they had to be observed unaltered. However, they were not promulgated for the other nations, and, furthermore, God Himself predetermined the time limit for these laws. Consequently, because they were not given to us and because their time limit has passed, there is no reason for us to fear that we are detracting from God’s wisdom by abrogating them. When a new covenant has been promulgated, the old one must become obsolete. Jer. 31:31: “Behold, the days will come, and I will make a new covenant, not according to the covenant I made with your fathers.” Heb. 8:13: “In speaking of a new covenant, He has made the former one obsolete; now what is obsolete and growing old is nearly destroyed.” Here one must note the following with precision: Roman laws are not preferred to the forensic laws of Moses as if, simply and absolutely speaking, Roman legislators were wiser than Moses himself, but because those [laws of Moses] were not promulgated for us and for our governments. Roman laws, then, are preferred to Mosaic laws not by simple comparison but given the circumstances of times, places, and people. Aristotle (Polit., bk. 2, ch. 4) requires that a legislator pay careful attention to the situation and the people, because there is remarkable dissimilarity among peoples and different temperaments for different places. (See [Corpus Iuris Civilis,] Lex Quod si 31, § Qui mancipia, ff. De aedilitio edicto; and Bodinus, De republica, bk. 5, ch. 1.)

(II) “The New Testament does not say that the forensic laws of Moses were abrogated by Christ or the apostles or that others were substituted in their place.” We respond. It is enough that Christ and the apostles did not use their right of postliminium9 to restore them to our governments. For since the Jewish government has been removed, its laws are also judged to have been removed. On the other hand, even though Christ and the apostles did not specifically pass new laws, they do generally grant the promulgation of [laws] to the magistracy and confirm this by ordering that the magistracy be given due obedience. Presenting oneself as obedient to the laws of the magistrate is not the least aspect of such obedience (Matt. 22:21; Rom. 13:1; 1 Pet. 2:13).

(III) “Christ clearly asserts that He did not come ’to abolish the Law’ (Matt. 5:17). Therefore He approves the laws of Moses.”

We respond. Christ is speaking about the moral Law, which was not given temporarily but is the eternal wisdom and norm of righteousness in God. Christ did not abolish this but fulfilled it perfectly, and even renews believers for its obedience by giving them His righteousness and Holy Spirit. Furthermore, the circumstances of the text show clearly that Christ is talking here about the moral Law. As far as the forensic laws of Moses are concerned, the apostle asserts (Eph. 2:15) that “Christ voided (καταργήσας) the law of commandments and ordinances,” not to mention the fact that in the same passage (v. 31) Christ disapproves of the certificate of divorce even though the law of Moses allowed it (Matt. 19:8).

Note here that some forensic laws had reference to a part of the ceremonial law and depended on it. For example, whoever had committed an accidental homicide was compelled to keep himself within a city of refuge until the death of the high priest. But because the Levitical priesthood was abrogated through the coming of the Messiah, who is the one and only high priest of the New Testament, it turns out that that forensic law was also abrogated. As a result, the words of Christ cannot refer to the forensic law of Moses.

(IV) “In John 8:6 Christ does not abrogate the law concerning the punishment of an adulteress.”

We respond. On the contrary, in this passage He does not approve the law of Moses but says to the scribes and Pharisees (v. 7): “Let him who is without sin cast the first stone at her.” But to the adulterous woman He says (v. 11): “If no one has condemned you, neither will I condemn you.” Of course, Jerome shows that this passage is not in all copies (Dial. 2, adv. Pelag.). Chrysostom, Cyril, Theophylact, Nonnus, and the Syriac paraphrase omit it, but Augustine (De adulterinis coniugiis ad Pollent., bk. 2) claimed that John really did record this account, but that “cruel husbands made sure it was expunged so that they would be free to kill their adulterous wives.” But even though we are not unwilling to accept these verses, it still cannot be proved from them either that Christ approved the forensic laws of Moses or that He removed the political punishments for adultery, because He only wanted to show this: that He had not come into the world for the purpose of exacting civil punishments or to take upon Himself aspects of political office. In this regard He also refused to take upon Himself the duties of a judge offered to Him in the case of dividing an inheritance (Luke 12:14).

(V) “A magistrate cannot be certain that his judgment, if based on Roman laws, is pleasing to God because it lacks the Word.”

We respond. On the contrary, God Himself commands us to obey the magistrate. Therefore He also grants him the authority to pass laws which are not contrary to the moral Law or right reason but are appendices to the moral Law, congruent with virtue, adapted for the safety and preservation of the state.

(VI) “In 1 Cor. 6:1 the Corinthians are rebuked for going to court before heathen magistrates. Therefore heathen magistrates, laws, and judgments are disapproved.”

We respond. One must distinguish the matter from the manner and cause of the matter. The apostle is not simply disapproving the fact that they were taking the judgment of their controversies to a heathen magistrate, to whose power the Corinthians were subject, for he clearly commands them to obey their magistrates who at that time were none other than heathen. Rather, he disapproves of their wicked manner, that out of their love for strife they were not ashamed to contend bitterly over any cause with great offense before heathen magistrates, even though the injustices could and should have been forgiven or at least settled through Christian arbiters for the sake of avoiding scandal and for public tranquility.

The moral Law was not abrogated in the New Testament.

§ 42. Therefore it is quite certain that the forensic laws of Moses were abrogated in the New Testament no less than were the ceremonial laws. The moral Law, on the other hand, which is summarized in the Decalogue, was not made obsolete by the coming of Christ because:

(1) It is the eternal and unchanging wisdom and rule of righteousness in God. Baruch 4:1: “This is the book of the Commandments of God and the Law which endures forever.”

(2) It was implanted and engraved upon the minds of men at the first creation, and the weak remnants and sparks of it are still perceived even now after the fall. Rom. 2:14: “The Gentiles are a law unto themselves, who show that the work of the Law is written in their hearts.”

(3) It was immediately revealed and repeated to the first people in Paradise, for the primordial law of not eating of the fruit of the forbidden and sacred tree required them to exercise the obedience, love, and fear due to God. Ecclesiasticus 17:[11]: (God) “gave” (to the first people) “the Law of life as their inheritance.”

(4) From the beginning of the world, even before Moses, the voice [of the Law] echoed in the church, as we showed in our preceding treatise [On the Law of God (Commonplace XV), §§ 14–24].

(5) In its actual promulgation through Moses, it was distinguished from the ceremonial and forensic laws, as we showed earlier in § 2.

(6) Christ clearly says that He did not come to abolish the Law (Matt. 5:17). Therefore the coming of Christ, so far from abolishing the moral Law, is actually clear proof of the perpetuity which we have assigned to the moral Law. It was necessary for our justification and salvation that Christ subject Himself to the Law and perfectly obey it in our place. Therefore the moral Law is eternal and unmoving.

(7) The prophets in the Old Testament and the apostles in the New clearly repeat the content of the moral Law in their sermons to the Gentiles. Therefore they actually demonstrate that the norm of the moral Law applies to all people.

(8) Believers are renewed through the Holy Spirit so that they begin to show obedience to the moral Law already in this life. [This obedience] will finally be completed and perfected in eternal life. Rom. 8:3–4: “By sending His Son because of sin, God condemned sin that the righteousness of the Law might be fulfilled in us.”

Whether it was abrogated at least to some extent.

§ 43. There are some who claim that the moral Law, which has to do with obedience, is eternal and unmoving, and that nevertheless one can say it has been abrogated in three respects: (1) As far as justification is concerned, because the moral Law is just as weak and useless to us for justification as the ceremonial and forensic laws. Gal. 3:21: “No law has been given which can give life.” (2) As far as its curse is concerned, because “there is no condemnation for those who are in Christ” (Rom. 8:1). (3) As far as the rigor of its demand is concerned, because the works of the regenerate please God even though they do not satisfy the demanding rigor of the Law. Gal. 5:18: “If you are led by the Spirit, you are not under the Law.”

To be sure, these statements are true: our justification does not depend on the works of the moral Law; believers are not under the curse; the works of the devout please God, though they are unclean and imperfect. But whether any abrogation should be attributed to the moral Law for these reasons and because of these respects must be carefully considered. The fact that the Law has no power for the justification and life of men after the fall does not bring a change or abrogation to the Law. Instead, it proves that a great change has occurred in us. It is for this reason that we cannot hope for justification and salvation from the Law, because it is “weakened through the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). In the same way, believers in Christ are not actually subject to the curse of the Law, but no change or abrogation can be attributed to the Law for that reason, seeing as the voice of the Law has the perpetual property and effect of accusing, cursing, and condemning. That it does not actually exert this power against believers occurs by accident, that is, because the shield of divine grace and the cloak of Christ’s righteousness protects them. The judgment must be the same regarding the rigor of the Law’s demand, which remains permanent and inviolate. Even believers and their works would be forced to experience it if they were not believers, that is, if they had not been reconciled to God through faith in Christ, because of whom their works please God even though they are unclean and imperfect in many ways. Therefore Chemnitz (Loc., de lege, p. 48) is right to remind us that Scripture does not say that the moral Law is dead, abrogated, or nullified, but we are called dead and abrogated from the Law to show that a change has taken place not in the norm of righteousness in God, but in us.10 Rom. 3:31: “We do not abrogate (καταργoῦμεν) the Law by faith,” but we are “abrogated [κατηργήθημεν] from the Law, having died” (Rom. 7:6).

The Law does not stop accusing, cursing, or working wrath, but “the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has freed us (ἠλευθέρωσε) from the Law of sin and death” (Rom. 8:2). The Law is not dead; in fact, in and of itself it is a “living oracle” (Acts 7:38). Rather, we “died to the Law” (ἐθανατώθημεν) (Rom. 7:4; Gal. 2:19). The word of the Law is eternal (Gal. 3:10, 13): “Cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things written in this book, to do them, but Christ has redeemed us (ἐζηγόρασεν) from the curse of the Law.”




1 sagae; or “fortune-tellers.”

2 See above, p. 14 n. 1.

3 Read Qui a with Cotta instead of Quia a.

4 Cf. Preface to the Old Testament (1523), AE 35:240 (WA DB 8:16–17).

5 Chemnitz’s Works 8:620.

6 See How Christians Should Regard Moses (1525), AE 35:166–68 (WA 16:376–80).

7 Volumes 1 of the Jena German, Jena Latin, Wittenberg German, and Wittenberg Latin editions do not include Luther’s writings against Carlstadt and the Münster Anabaptists. Luther’s writings against Carlstadt include: Eight Sermons at Wittenberg (1522), AE 51:67–100 (WA 10/3:1–64); Letter to the Christians at Strassburg (1524), AE 40:61–71, 49:94–96 (WA 15:391–97); Against the Heavenly Prophets (1525), AE 40:73–223 (WA 18:62–214); preface to Karlstadt, Defense (1525), AE 59:127–33 (WA 18:436–38). His writings against the Münster Anabaptists include: preface to New Report on the Anabaptists at Münster (1535), AE 60:91–98 (WA 38:347–50); see also That Secular Authority Is Obligated to Defend against the Anabaptists with Physical Punishment (1536), WA 50:8–15.

8 Luther, letter to Duke John Frederick of Saxony (June 18, 1524), WA Br 3:305–8; Trade and Usury (1524), AE 45:231–310 (WA 15:293–322); Sermon on the Summary of God’s Law, and on the Misuse and Proper Use of the Law (1525), WA 17/1:102–167 (AE 56); Was sich … Karlstadt mit D. M. Luther beredet zu Jena…Item die Handlung D. M. Luthers mit dem Rat und Gemeinde zu Orlamünde (1524), WA 15:334–47. The listing of the contents of vol. 2 of the Jena German edition of Luther’s writings can be found in Kurt Aland, ed., Hilfsbuch zum Lutherstudium, 4th ed. (Bielefeld: Luther-Verlag, 1996), 573–75. Gerhard was apparently referring to the first 1558 printing of this volume. Printings of other years have differing paginations.

9 iure postliminii, that is, the right Christ would have to restore Mosaic Law and implement it in the New Testament among Gentiles.

10 Chemnitz’s Works 8:629.







CONCLUSION OF THE ENTIRE TREATISE,
SHOWING THE USE OF THESE LAWS

What use is there for the ceremonial and forensic laws in the New Testament?

§ 44. Next, even though the ceremonial and forensic laws have been abrogated in the New Testament, there is still some use for them. For just as the prophecies of the prophets about the coming of Christ are still read very fruitfully in the church despite their fulfillment, so also it is still useful to explore the Levitical ceremonies and learn them, despite their abrogation, to discover how Christ and all His benefits were prefigured in them. In John 5:46 the Savior says, “If you believed Moses, you would also believe Me, for he wrote about Me.” Understand that this happened not only in the verbal statements of the prophecies but also in the hidden types in the ceremonies. (This subject is treated in detail by Origen, Cyril, and Radulphus in their commentaries on Leviticus; Berthorius in Allegor.; Ludovicus Carbo in his treatise De Christo abscondito; Pelargus on Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy; Backmeister, De typis V. T.; and several others.)

The judicial laws have been abrogated in such a way that the Christian ruler is free to consider whatever laws fit the state of the government which he controls, to observe them and to propose them for observance.

Additionally, the character or moral principle of both the ceremonial and the forensic laws—church decorum in the former, political justice in the latter, which should both be commended to us no less in the New Testament than in the Old—is eternal.

This concludes our discussion about the moral, ceremonial, and forensic laws. To Christ Jesus, who is “the end of the Law for righteousness to everyone who believes” [Rom. 10:4], be praise, honor, and glory forever. Amen.





GLOSSARY

accident. An incidental property of a thing; that which affects something and is outside its essence. For example, “whiteness” can be an accident of a wall but is not of its substance. See substance.

actuality, primary (actus primus). A power or potential that is not currently actualized. See actuality, secondary.

actuality, secondary (actus secundus). The actual operation of a thing. See actuality, primary.

appetite, concupiscible (ἐπιθυμία). A division of the sensitive appetite, the concupiscible appetite is the faculty by which someone desires what seems good to him and avoids what seems bad. See appetite, irascible; appetite, sensitive.

appetite, intellectual. The faculty by which a human being desires the good or avoids the bad that he has known by his intellect; it is the same thing as the “will.” See appetite, sensitive.

appetite, irascible (θύμoς). A division of the sensitive appetite, the irascible appetite is the faculty by which someone desires to give up what seems good or undertake what seems bad in order to obtain a greater good or avoid a greater evil. See appetite, concupiscible; appetite, sensitive.

appetite, sensitive. The faculty by which a sensing being desires what it perceives as good and avoids what it perceives as bad. It is subdivided into the concupiscible appetite and the irascible appetite. See appetite, concupiscible; appetite, intellectual; appetite, irascible.

cause, efficient. That through which something is accomplished or made and on which the result depends.

cause, final. The same as an “end,” that is, an aim, purpose, or goal. An end is the cause for which a doer acts, or that for whose sake something happens.

cause, formal. See form.

cause, material. See material.

form. That which completes another thing or determines it or through which it operates. “Form” is that which gives the being of a thing. For example, wood can be the material of a carved statue. In this case, the form of the statue is the shape or figure that makes it a statue and not simply wood. See material.

humor. Bodily fluid. A technical term from early physiology. The four principal humors were believed to result in four basic personality traits: blood (sanguine), pituitary or phlegm (phlegmatic), cholera or yellow bile (choleric), and black bile (melancholy).

justice, commutative. Justice exercised among equals, dealing mainly with commerce and contracts. See justice, distributive.

justice, distributive. Justice exercised by a superior toward inferiors, in which a governor gives to each one what he deserves. See justice, commutative.

material. In scholastic thought, most things are composites, consisting of matter (or “material”) and form. The matter is thought of as determinable, and the form is what determines it, or makes an individual thing to be what it is. For example, a particular statue’s matter may be marble, and its form is its figure or shape. See form.

power, vegetative. A power of the soul, possessed also by animals and plants, thought to have three functions: nutrition, growth, and generation.

proper. Always befitting or belonging to something and befitting or belonging to it alone.

reduplication. A statement that uses one of the following phrases: “insofar as, as, as such, in this sense,” and the like to indicate the reason why the predicate should go with the subject.

related things. In nature or in recognition, two items are related if, when one is mentioned or recognized, the other is as well. The one implies the other.

relation, foundation of. What causes two things to be related.

substance. A being subsisting of itself. A concrete reality, that which exists. See accident.
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PERSON INDEX


The number before the dot refers to the commonplace and the number after the dot refers to the paragraph (§).



Aben Ezra (Ibn Ezra, Abraham ben Meir), 15.41, 15.110; 16.20

Abulensis. See Tostatus Abulensis, Alphonsus

Adelhelmus, 15.155

Ado Viennensis, 15.100

Adrian I (pope, r. 772–95), 15.75, 15.77, 15.96

Adrian of Utrecht (Pope Adrian VI, Adrianus de Trajecto), 15.184

Adrichomius, Christianus (Christiaan van Adrichem), 16.15

Aelius Lampridius, 15.84

Aëtius, 15.122

Agnon, 15.125

Agrippa, Henricus Cornelius (Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa von Nettesheim), 15.105

Agrippa Castor, 15.178

Ailly, Pierre d’ (Petrus de Alliaco, Petrus Aliacensis Cardinalis Cameracensis), 15.190

Albertus Magnus, 15.78, 15.88

Alexander III (pope), 15.164

Alexander of Alexandria, 15.170

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius or Alexander ab Ales), 15.78, 15.88, 15.89, 15.118, 15.119, 15.176

Alexander of Macedon, 15.37

Alexander Trallianus, 15.122

Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain), 15.78

Ambrose of Milan, 15.10, 15.26, 15.42, 15.49, 15.84, 15.86, 15.91, 15.100, 15.121, 15.141, 15.149, 15.189, 15.194, 15.199, 15.200, 15.203; 16.14, 16.20, 16.34

Anselm of Canterbury, 15.183, 15.184, 15.197

Anselm of Laon (Anselm Laudunensis), 15.119, 15.183

Antiochus, 15.49

Antoninus of Florence (Antonio Pierozzi), 15.100

Aquila, Petrus de, 15.105

Aretius, Benedictus, 15.62; 16.40

Aristotle, 15.6, 15.78, 15.89, 15.190; 16.41

Arminius, Jacobus, 15.190

Arnobius of Sicca, 15.95, 15.105

Artemius, 15.95

Athanasius, 15.29, 15.40, 15.49, 15.84, 15.86, 15.91, 15.95, 15.101, 15.206

Augustine of Hippo, 15.3, 15.9, 15.24, 15.26, 15.27, 15.31, 15.33, 15.42, 15.43, 15.45, 15.46, 15.49, 15.52, 15.73, 15.86, 15.87, 15.89, 15.91, 15.92, 15.93, 15.95, 15.98, 15.99, 15.100, 15.101, 15.102, 15.105, 15.107, 15.110, 15.116, 15.117, 15.119, 15.131, 15.135, 15.139, 15.140, 15.141, 15.155, 15.156, 15.163, 15.165, 15.176, 15.177, 15.183, 15.184, 15.189, 15.190, 15.192, 15.193, 15.194, 15.195, 15.196, 15.198, 15.201, 15.203, 15.206; 16.5, 16.14, 16.17, 16.21, 16.26, 16.31, 16.32, 16.41

Aurelian (emperor), 15.164

Aventinus, Johannes, 15.75, 15.100

Avicenna, 16.25

Azorius, Ioannes, 15.79, 15.142, 15.184

Backmeister, Lukas, 15.9, 15.29, 15.45, 15.71; 16.44

Balduin, Friedrich, 15.138

Baronius (Cesare Baronio), 15.81, 15.102

Basil of Caesarea, 15.73, 15.74, 15.77, 15.145, 15.163, 15.196

Basilides, 15.178

Becanus, Martinus, 15.183, 15.202

Bede (Beda Venerabilis), 15.13, 15.29, 15.35, 15.42, 15.43, 15.45, 15.86, 15.141

Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino), 15.37, 15.76, 15.79, 15.80, 15.81, 15.82, 15.84, 15.86, 15.88, 15.89, 15.90, 15.91, 15.92, 15.94, 15.95, 15.97, 15.98, 15.99, 15.100, 15.101, 15.102, 15.103, 15.104, 15.138, 15.182, 15.183, 15.184, 15.185, 15.186, 15.189, 15.190, 15.191, 15.192, 15.193, 15.195, 15.196, 15.197, 15.198, 15.199, 15.200, 15.201; 16.11, 16.14, 16.15

Bernard of Clairvaux, 15.43, 15.57, 15.71, 15.142, 15.183, 15.184, 15.189, 15.203, 15.205; 16.5, 16.19

Berthorius (Petrus Berchorius), 16.44

Bertius, Petrus. See Arminius, Jacobus

Beza, Theodore, 15.62, 15.67, 15.70

Biel, Gabriel, 15.6, 15.13, 15.78, 15.105, 15.176, 15.183, 15.190; 16.11

Binsfeldius, Petrus, 15.190

Blondus, Flavius (Flavio Biondo), 15.75, 15.100

Bodinus, Joannes (Jean Bodin), 16.41

Bonaventure, 15.78, 15.88, 15.89, 15.177

Bonifinius, Antonius (Antonio Bonfini), 15.81

Brenz, Johannes, 15.43

Bucanus, Guilielmus (Guillaume Bucanus), 16.40

Burgensis, Paulus (Paulus de Burgos, Pablo de Santa María), 15.41

Cajetan, Thomas (Thomas de Vio Caietanus), 15.79, 15.84, 15.88, 15.89, 15.94, 15.95, 15.142, 15.184; 16.25

Caligula (Gaius Julius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, emperor), 15.37

Calvin, John, 15.42, 15.62; 16.25, 16.40

Calvinus, Johannes, 16.40

Camerarius, Philipp, 15.145

Campianus, Edmundus (Edmund Campion), 15.178

Capitolinus, Julius, 15.164

Capreolus, Joannes, 15.78

Carbo, Ludovicus (Lodovico Carbone de Costacciaro), 16.44

Carlstadt, Andreas Rudolf Bodenstein von, 15.70; 16.40

Carpocrates, 15.86
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	15.131, 15.136, 15.139



	60:13
	15.98



	61:1–2
	16.22



	64:6
	15.184, 15.189, 15.202; 16.24



	65:16
	15.114, 15.116



	66:23
	15.139; 16.19



	Jeremiah



	2:11
	15.95



	2:27
	15.92



	2:27–28
	15.45



	3:1
	15.106



	3:9
	15.159



	3:16
	15.37



	5:7
	15.119



	5:8
	15.161



	6:7
	15.24



	6:20
	16.24



	9:21
	15.24



	9:24
	15.57



	10
	15.87



	10:6
	15.112



	12:16
	15.116



	14:14
	15.112



	16:14
	15.51



	17:8
	16.39



	17:12
	16.39



	17:21
	15.132



	22:5
	15.116



	23:7
	15.56



	25:9
	16.28



	25:11
	16.28



	26:2
	16.21



	26:10
	16.21



	31:1
	15.56; 16.11



	31:2
	15.56



	31:31
	16.4, 16.41



	31:33
	15.33, 15.202, 15.203; 16.18, 16.27



	32:27
	15.56



	36:10
	16.21



	38:28
	15.37



	44:23
	15.84



	44:26
	15.116



	51:14
	15.116



	52:19
	15.37



	Lamentations



	2:1
	15.98



	Ezekiel



	15.110; 16.18, 16.19, 16.20



	7:20
	15.84



	8:10
	15.84, 15.86



	9:6
	15.189



	14:7
	15.57, 15.67



	16:17
	15.84



	16:49
	15.159



	17:13
	15.121



	18:14
	15.110



	18:17
	15.110



	18:20
	15.110



	20:11
	15.185



	20:12
	15.140



	20:19
	15.203



	20:20
	15.127, 15.130



	22:10
	15.14



	23:14
	15.84



	23:28–39
	15.137



	36:26
	15.32



	Daniel



	15.62




	2:34
	16.20



	2:45
	15.32



	6:15
	15.3



	7:13
	15.67



	9:5
	15.184



	9:7
	15.184



	9:18
	15.184



	9:24
	16.9



	9:27
	16.27



	12:7
	15.116, 15.120



	Hosea



	2:16–17
	15.94



	3:4
	16.39



	4:13
	15.159



	6:5
	15.203



	6:6
	15.53; 16.4, 16.24



	10
	15.40



	11:4
	15.2



	11:8
	15.108



	Amos



	2:7
	15.14



	4:2
	15.116



	5:22
	16.24



	5:26
	15.84



	6:8
	15.116



	Jonah



	1:12–15
	15.155



	Micah



	4:5
	15.112



	5
	15.87



	6:6–7
	16.24



	Habakkuk



	1:13
	15.194



	Haggai



	2
	15.37



	2:9
	15.37



	Malachi



	1:6
	15.57, 15.144



	2:6
	16.18



	2:7
	15.9



	2:14–16
	16.37



	4:4
	15.124



	APOCRYPHA
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	Wisdom
(Wisdom of Solomon)



	15.78, 15.88




	4:7
	15.151



	4:10–11
	15.151



	14:15
	15.84



	Sirach (Ecclesiasticus)



	3:6
	15.146



	3:7
	15.146



	3:8
	15.146



	7:21
	15.147



	7:27
	15.143



	17:11
	16.42



	18:30
	15.183



	19:8
	15.177



	23:9–11
	15.118



	23:10
	15.117



	26:9
	15.161



	33:28–29
	15.147



	38:28
	15.62



	Baruch



	4:1
	16.42



	6
	16.25



	1 Maccabees



	2:41
	15.142



	2 Maccabees



	1:19–20
	16.15



	1:21–22
	16.15



	2
	15.37



	2:4–8
	15.37



	14:37–46
	15.155



	NEW TESTAMENT
Matthew



	15.42




	3:10
	15.205



	3:16
	15.67



	5
	15.119, 15.179, 15.206



	5:14
	16.19



	5:17
	15.117, 15.149, 15.186, 15.204; 16.41, 16.42



	5:18
	15.32, 15.116, 15.206



	5:19
	15.184



	5:21–22
	15.152



	5:22
	15.20, 15.153, 15.154



	5:24
	15.183



	5:24–25
	15.153



	5:28
	15.21, 15.46, 15.159, 15.189



	5:32
	15.164



	5:34
	15.117, 15.119



	5:34–36
	15.119



	5:35
	15.98



	5:48
	15.14, 15.194



	6:2
	15.137



	6:10
	15.199



	6:12
	15.186, 15.189



	6:14
	15.195



	7:9
	15.145



	7:28
	15.188



	8:13
	16.39



	9:13
	15.53; 16.4



	10:32
	15.114



	10:37
	15.146, 15.149



	11
	15.189



	11:13
	15.3; 16.27



	11:29
	15.184, 15.205, 15.206



	11:30
	15.191



	12:1
	15.132, 15.142



	12:4
	16.19



	12:5
	15.3



	12:7
	16.4



	12:12
	15.142



	12:27
	15.33



	15:4–6
	15.149



	15:9
	15.11, 15.87; 16.14



	15:19
	15.159, 15.161, 15.179, 15.206



	16:24
	15.191



	18
	15.188



	18:17
	15.138



	19:6
	15.21; 16.37



	19:7
	16.39



	19:8
	16.37, 16.41



	19:18
	15.172



	19:18–19
	15.48



	19:21
	15.194



	19:31
	16.41



	22
	15.71, 15.183



	22:21
	16.41



	22:30
	16.18



	22:32
	15.56; 16.11



	22:37–39
	15.35, 15.38, 15.51



	22:39
	15.46, 15.53



	23:16
	15.98, 15.117



	23:16–22
	15.98



	23:23
	15.182



	24:38
	15.21



	25
	15.42



	26:63
	15.116



	27:3–5
	15.155



	27:37
	16.9



	28:1
	15.141



	Mark



	16.13




	2:27
	15.131



	4:19
	15.179



	7:11
	16.21



	9:23
	15.191



	9:50
	16.17



	10:19
	15.48, 15.172



	12
	15.183; 16.13



	16:1
	15.141



	16:15
	15.89



	Luke



	1:6
	15.195



	1:35
	15.206



	1:75
	15.206



	1:76
	16.22



	1:77
	15.195



	1:78
	15.108



	2:23
	15.3



	3:14
	16.39



	4
	15.86



	4:16
	15.136



	6:36
	15.14



	6:37–38
	15.183



	7:28
	15.117



	8:14
	15.179



	10
	15.183, 15.188



	10:26
	15.3



	10:28
	15.185



	10:34
	15.198



	11:4
	15.189



	11:20
	15.33



	11:42
	15.182



	12
	15.149



	12:14
	15.9; 16.41



	12:49
	15.141



	13:15
	15.142



	14:5
	15.142



	14:26
	15.39, 15.53, 15.111, 15.149



	15
	15.188



	17:10
	15.202



	17:32
	15.24



	18:20
	15.48



	23:31
	16.24



	23:54
	15.139



	23:56
	15.139



	24
	15.177



	24:28
	15.177



	24:44
	15.3



	John



	15.3, 15.62, 15.99;
15.120, 15.164, 15.203;
16.18




	1:14
	16.21



	1:18
	15.29; 16.9, 16.18



	1:29
	16.16, 16.24, 16.27



	1:35–36
	16.27



	1:36
	16.16



	2:5
	15.195



	2:19
	16.21



	3:14
	15.97



	3:34
	16.9



	4:22
	15.83; 16.5



	4:23
	16.28



	5:8
	15.132, 15.142



	5:17
	15.135



	5:23
	15.56



	5:45
	15.182



	5:46
	16.44



	6:40
	15.199



	6:49
	16.18



	6:49–51
	16.19



	6:58
	15.143



	7
	16.22



	7:19
	15.182



	7:51
	15.3



	8:5
	15.3



	8:6
	16.41



	8:7
	16.41



	8:11
	16.41



	8:12
	16.19



	10:23
	16.21



	10:34
	15.3



	13:10
	16.20



	13:35
	15.193



	14:6
	15.141



	14:11
	15.56



	14:15
	15.106



	14:23
	15.106, 15.193



	15:14
	15.195



	15:25
	15.3



	16:28
	16.24



	17:2
	16.18



	17:6
	15.112, 15.195



	17:19
	16.9, 16.13



	19:7
	15.3



	19:26
	15.143



	20
	15.141



	20:31
	15.122



	Acts



	15.138




	2:3
	15.29



	2:31
	16.18



	5:29
	15.39, 15.149, 15.199



	7
	15.92



	7:38
	15.5; 16.43



	7:44
	16.21



	7:49
	15.98



	7:51
	16.37



	7:53
	15.29, 15.182



	9:14
	15.115



	9:15
	15.112, 15.113



	10:1
	16.39



	10:11
	16.27



	10:26
	15.101



	13:12
	16.39



	13:14–15
	15.136



	13:22
	15.195



	13:38–39
	15.182, 15.186



	13:44
	15.136



	14:15
	15.101



	15
	15.182; 16.6



	15:5
	15.182, 15.185



	15:6
	16.27



	15:10
	15.182, 15.189, 15.191



	15:11
	15.182



	15:20
	16.23



	15:21
	15.136



	15:28–29
	15.182



	15:29
	16.6



	16:3
	16.6



	16:13
	15.136



	17
	15.95



	17:23
	15.72



	17:29
	15.91



	18:13
	15.3



	20:7
	15.136, 15.141



	20:28
	16.24



	21:26
	16.6



	22:25
	16.39



	25:10
	16.39



	27–28
	15.66



	28:11
	15.66, 15.72



	Romans



	15.43, 15.182,
15.200, 15.203




	1
	15.14, 15.82



	1:5
	15.199



	1:9
	15.116



	1:17
	15.183



	1:23
	15.45, 15.86



	2
	15.14, 15.189, 15.200



	2:4
	15.108



	2:14
	16.42



	2:14–15
	15.10



	2:15
	15.182, 15.206



	2:25
	15.200



	3
	15.26, 15.187, 15.189, 15.203; 16.18



	3:2
	16.5



	3:8
	15.163, 15.176



	3:9
	15.187



	3:10
	15.187



	3:10–12
	15.187



	3:12
	15.187



	3:19
	15.26, 15.182, 15.187



	3:20
	15.1, 15.182, 15.185, 15.198, 15.203



	3:21
	15.3



	3:25
	16.18



	3:27
	15.3



	3:28
	15.185



	3:31
	15.9, 15.192, 15.203, 15.204; 16.43



	4
	15.189, 15.203



	4:11
	16.11



	4:15
	15.3, 15.5, 15.29, 15.203



	5
	15.26



	5:1–2
	15.186



	5:3
	15.150



	5:19
	15.206



	5:20
	15.203



	6:12
	15.183, 15.199



	6:14
	15.3, 15.192, 15.205



	6:16
	15.199



	6:23
	15.197



	7
	15.46, 15.183, 15.184, 15.189, 15.195, 15.203



	7:3
	15.3



	7:4
	16.43



	7:5
	15.5



	7:6
	15.3, 15.203; 16.42



	7:7
	15.46, 15.53, 15.179, 15.195, 15.203



	7:8
	15.46



	7:10
	15.5, 15.185



	7:10–11
	15.5



	7:12
	15.5



	7:12–13
	15.183



	7:14
	15.53, 15.183, 15.184, 15.195, 15.200, 15.205, 15.206; 16.3



	7:17
	15.195



	7:18
	15.53, 15.184



	7:21
	15.182



	7:22
	15.192, 15.206



	7:23
	15.3, 15.26, 15.183, 15.184, 15.192, 15.203, 15.206



	7:24
	15.53, 15.195, 15.200



	7:25
	15.3, 15.195



	8
	15.182, 15.199



	8:1
	15.192, 15.200, 15.205; 16.42



	8:1–2
	15.192



	8:2
	15.3, 15.182, 15.200; 16.42



	8:3
	15.182, 15.202; 16.43



	8:3–4
	15.181, 15.186; 16.42



	8:4
	15.186, 15.199



	8:47
	15.182



	8:13
	15.201



	8:14
	15.205



	8:18
	15.150



	8:23
	15.182, 15.186, 15.200



	8:34
	16.9



	9
	15.9



	9:1
	15.116



	9:4
	15.9; 16.7



	9:4–5
	16.5



	10
	15.189, 15.191



	10:2
	15.115



	10:3
	15.26, 15.202



	10:4
	15.181, 15.199, 15.202, 15.208; 16.18, 16.44



	10:5–6
	15.3



	10:5–9
	15.191



	10:6
	15.191



	10:8
	15.191



	10:10
	15.200



	10:17
	15.18; 16.14



	10:18
	16.18



	11:4
	15.90



	12:1
	16.17



	12:10
	15.103



	12:12
	15.150



	13:1
	16.39, 16.41



	13:1–7
	16.39



	13:4
	15.152, 15.156



	13:5
	15.11; 16.39



	13:8
	15.193, 15.203



	13:9
	15.46, 15.48, 15.51, 15.179



	13:19
	15.172



	14:1
	16.25



	14:23
	15.53, 15.184, 15.203; 16.14



	15:16
	16.17



	15:18
	15.199



	1 Corinthians



	1:30
	15.191; 16.7



	4
	15.184



	4:4
	15.184, 15.195



	4:7
	15.139



	4:16
	15.186



	5:1
	15.14



	5:7
	16.17



	6:1
	16.41



	6:13
	15.164



	7:4
	15.162



	7:5
	15.29



	7:9
	15.161



	7:17
	15.130



	7:34
	15.160



	7:39
	15.3



	8
	15.84



	8:4
	15.45, 15.60, 15.64, 15.66, 15.71, 15.72



	9:9
	15.134



	10
	15.141



	10:13
	15.191



	10:18
	16.17



	10:22
	15.71



	10:31
	15.183



	11:20
	15.136



	11:23
	15.138



	12:29
	15.138



	13:9
	15.172



	13:9–10
	15.194



	13:12
	15.29, 15.183, 15.194; 16.18, 16.19



	14:17
	15.137



	14:21
	15.3



	14:40
	15.11, 15.74, 15.99



	15:28
	15.139



	15:31
	15.116



	15:47
	16.18



	15:52
	15.29



	15:56
	15.5



	16:1–2
	15.136



	16:2
	15.141



	2 Corinthians



	1:23
	15.116



	2:15
	16.24



	3:3
	15.32



	3:6
	15.5



	3:7
	15.5, 15.32, 15.33



	3:9
	15.5



	3:13
	15.188



	4:4
	15.45, 15.59



	4:7
	16.24



	4:16
	15.186, 15.200



	4:17
	15.191



	5:7
	15.183



	5:20
	15.103



	6:18
	15.56



	7:1
	16.20



	11:2
	16.9



	11:31
	15.116



	12:14
	15.145



	Galatians



	15.5, 15.182, 15.201; 16.28




	1
	15.155



	1:20
	15.116



	2
	15.176, 15.189



	2:4
	15.71



	2:11
	16.27



	2:16
	15.183



	2:19
	16.43



	2:21
	15.186



	3
	15.189, 15.203



	3:1
	15.67



	3:10
	15.183, 15.185; 16.43



	3:10–11
	15.185



	3:11
	15.185, 15.189



	3:12
	15.182, 15.184, 15.185



	3:13
	15.202; 16.43



	3:19
	15.29, 15.182, 15.189, 15.203



	3:21
	15.182; 16.43



	3:22
	15.182, 15.203



	3:23–24
	15.5



	3:24
	15.198



	3:28
	15.9; 16.39



	4:5
	15.205



	4:9
	15.5



	4:10–11
	16.27



	4:19
	15.143



	4:21–22
	15.3



	4:24
	15.5



	4:25–26
	16.21



	5
	15.183



	5:1
	15.5



	5:2
	16.27



	5:3
	15.14



	5:4
	15.189



	5:6
	15.64



	5:7
	15.184



	5:13
	15.205



	5:14
	15.193, 15.205



	5:17
	15.179, 15.183, 15.186



	5:18
	15.3; 16.43



	5:19–23
	15.179



	5:21
	15.164



	5:22–23
	15.200, 15.205



	5:23
	15.160, 15.200



	5:24
	15.180; 16.24



	Ephesians



	2:3
	15.206



	2:4
	15.108



	2:10
	15.206



	2:14
	16.17, 16.26



	2:14–15
	16.39



	2:15
	16.41



	3:12
	15.186



	3:15
	15.143



	4
	15.183



	4:4–5
	15.133



	4:13–14
	15.194



	4:24
	15.14, 15.206



	4:28
	15.167



	5
	15.86



	5:2
	16.9, 16.13, 16.20



	5:8
	15.26



	5:26
	16.24



	5:29
	15.155



	5:30–31
	15.21



	6
	15.14, 15.42



	6:1
	15.146, 15.149



	6:2
	15.38, 15.144



	6:2–3
	15.51



	6:3
	15.144



	6:4
	15.19, 15.53, 15.145



	6:5–8
	15.147



	6:9
	15.147



	Philippians



	1:8
	15.116



	2:7
	16.24



	2:10
	15.99



	2:15
	15.194



	2:17
	16.17



	3:6
	15.195



	3:9
	15.184



	3:12
	15.194



	3:12–13
	15.194



	3:15
	15.194



	3:19
	15.45, 15.59



	3:21
	15.206



	4:18
	16.17



	Colossians



	1:15
	15.206



	1:24
	15.191



	1:28
	15.194



	2
	15.138



	2:3
	16.18



	2:9
	16.18, 16.21



	2:10
	15.194



	2:14
	15.5



	2:16
	15.9; 16.27



	2:17
	15.37, 15.141; 16.26, 16.27, 16.40



	3
	15.183



	3:5
	15.45; 16.17



	3:22
	15.147



	4:1
	15.147



	1 Thessalonians



	2:5
	15.116



	4:3
	15.199



	4:4
	15.160



	4:6
	15.168



	4:11
	15.130



	4:16
	15.29



	2 Thessalonians



	2:1
	15.116



	3:6
	15.138



	3:11
	15.130



	1 Timothy



	1
	15.203



	1:5
	15.53



	1:8
	15.5, 15.203, 15.207



	1:9
	15.205



	1:9–10
	15.203



	2
	16.14



	2:8
	15.72



	3:16
	15.67



	4:1
	16.23



	4:8
	15.71, 15.144, 15.150



	5:1
	15.143, 15.147



	5:4
	15.146



	5:8
	15.145



	6:6
	15.167



	2 Timothy



	2:20
	16.19



	3:15
	15.99



	4:6
	16.17



	Titus



	1:15
	16.23



	2:2–5
	15.147



	2:6
	15.147



	2:7
	15.138



	2:14
	15.192, 15.206



	3:5
	15.183



	Hebrews



	15.3, 15.117, 15.195; 16.9, 16.18




	1:3
	15.206



	2:2
	15.29



	4:6
	15.139



	4:9
	15.139



	4:10
	15.139



	4:15–16
	15.186



	4:16
	16.18



	5:1
	16.10



	5:1–3
	15.195



	5:2
	16.10



	5:3
	16.10



	5:7
	16.9



	5:9
	15.199



	5:10
	16.10



	5:13–14
	15.194



	6
	15.116



	6:14
	15.116



	6:16
	15.116, 15.117



	7:1
	16.10



	7:2
	16.10



	7:3
	15.47; 16.10



	7:5
	.15.3; 16.10



	7:10
	16.10



	7:11–12
	16.27



	7:14
	16.10



	7:21
	16.10



	7:23
	16.10



	7:24
	16.10



	7:26
	15.202; 16.10



	7:28
	16.10



	8:5
	16.24, 16.26, 16.27



	8:5–6
	16.10



	8:6
	16.10



	8:13
	16.4, 16.39, 16.41



	9
	15.9



	9:1
	16.7, 16.21



	9:2
	16.19



	9:4
	15.9; 16.2, 16.18



	9:4–5
	16.18



	9:7
	16.10



	9:9
	16.26, 16.27



	9:10
	15.181; 16.27



	9:12
	16.10, 16.18



	9:13
	16.24



	9:24
	16.9, 16.10



	9:25
	16.10



	9:26
	16.10



	10:1
	16.26, 16.27



	10:1–2
	16.24



	10:3
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	ACO

	Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum. Edited by E. Schwartz. Berlin, 1914–



	ACW

	Ancient Christian Writers: The Works of the Fathers in Translation. Westminster, MD: Newman, 1946–89; New York: Paulist, 1990–



	AE
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	ANF
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	Ap
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	BSLK

	Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche. 12th edition. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998



	CCCM

	Corpus Christianorum: Continuatio mediaevalis. Turnhout: Brepols, 1971–



	CCSL

	Corpus Christianorum: Series latina. Turnhout: Brepols, 1953–



	Chemnitz’s Works 8

	Loci Theologici. Translated by J. A. O. Preus. Chemnitz’s Works 8. St. Louis: Concordia, 1989, 2008.



	Concordia

	Concordia: The Lutheran Confessions. 2nd ed. Edited by Paul T. McCain et al. St. Louis: Concordia, 2006



	CR

	Corpus Reformatorum. Halle, Braunschweig, Berlin, 1834ff.



	CSEL

	Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum. Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences, 1866–



	CWE

	Collected Works of Erasmus. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974–
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	FC

	The Fathers of the Church. Edited by R. J. Deferrari. New York, 1947ff.



	FC SD

	Solid Declaration of the Formula of Concord



	GCS

	Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller. Leipzig, 1897ff.



	LC
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	LCC

	Library of Christian Classics. Edited by J. Baillie, J. T. McNeill, H. P. van Dusen. Philadelphia, 1953ff.



	LCL

	Loeb Classical Library. London: Heinemann; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1912–



	LCMS

	The Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod



	LFC

	Library of the Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church. Edited by Pusey, Ekble, and Newman. Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1800–1881



	LSB

	The Commission on Worship of The Lutheran Church–Missouri Synod. Lutheran Service Book. St. Louis: Concordia, 2006



	LXX

	Septuagint
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	A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. Series 1. 14 vols. Edited by Ph. Schaff and H. Wace. Reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952



	NPNF2

	A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. Series 2. 14 vols. Edited by Ph. Schaff and H. Wace. Reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952
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	Patrologiae cursus completus: Series latina. Edited by J.-P. Migne. Paris: Garnier, 1844–65



	PSt

	Patristic Studies. Edited by R. Deferrari. Washington, DC, 1922–60



	SCH

	Studies in Church History. London: Ecclesiastical History Society, 1964ff.



	Triglotta

	Triglot Concordia: The Symbolical Books of the Ev. Lutheran Church, German-Latin-English. St. Louis: Concordia, 1921



	Vg

	Vulgate translation of the Bible



	WA

	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgabe. 73 vols. in 85. Weimar: Hermann Böhlau, 1883–



	WA Br

	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Briefwechsel. 18 vols. Weimar: H. Böhlau, 1930–



	WA DB

	D. Martin Luthers Werke: Deutsche Bibel. 12 vols. in 15. Weimar: H. Böhlau, 1906–



	WSA

	The Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 21st Century. Edited by J. E. Rotelle. New York: New City Press, 1990–
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	anath.
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	art.
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	arts.

	articles



	bk.
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	bks.
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	c. or can.
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	ca.
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	cf.

	confer



	ch.
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	chs.
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	col.
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	cols.
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	conc. or concl.
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	consid.
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	constit.
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	coroll.

	corollary



	decad.

	decade



	disp. or disputat.
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	dist. or distinct.

	distinction



	dists.

	distinctions



	dub.

	doubt, dubitation



	f. or fol.

	folio



	fols.

	folios



	haer.

	heresy



	ibid.

	ibidem (in the same place)



	lect.
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	lib.
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	loc.
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	loc. cit.

	loco citato (in the aforementioned place)



	memb. or membr.
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	no.

	number



	opp.

	opposite



	orat.

	oration



	p.
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	pp.
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	prob.

	problem



	pros.

	prosa



	q. or quaest.

	question



	qq.

	questions



	ratiocin.

	ratiocinatio



	resp. or respo.

	response



	s.d.

	without a date



	sect.

	section



	sects.

	sections



	sess.

	session



	s.l.

	without a location



	s.n.

	without a name



	s.v.

	under the word



	t.

	tome



	th.

	thesis



	tit.

	title



	tract. or tractat.

	treatise



	v.

	verse



	vv.

	verses



	vol.

	volume



	§
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	§§

	paragraphs




 

Aben Ezra (Ibn Ezra, Abraham ben Meir)

Exodus • Abraham ibn Esras langer Kommentar zum Buch Exodus. 2 vols. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000 • Ibn Ezra’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. Translated by H. Norman Strickman. New York: Menorah, 1988

Glossa • See Exodus

Abulensis (Alfonso Tostado Ribera, bishop of Avila). See Tostatus Abulensis, Alphonsus

Ado Viennesis

Chron. • Breviarium Chronicorum ab origine mundi ad sua usque tempora, a. D. 880. Paris, 1561 (PL 123)

Adrian of Utrecht (Pope Adrian VI, Adrianus de Trajecto)

In 4. Sentent. • Hadriani Sexti pontificis maximi, Quaestiones in quartum sententiarum. Ubi sacramentorum materia ita exactè tractatur, ut nihil deesse videatur: diligentiaque maxima ita à mendis purgatae, ut momi iudicium non pertimescant. Lugduni: Gionta, 1546

Adrichomius, Christianus (Christiaan van Adrichem)

Descript. Hierosol. • Urbis Hierosolymae quem admodum ea Christi tempore florvit, et suburbanorum eius brevis descriptio. Editio postrema. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1592

Theatr.

Aëtius

Aetii Medici Graeci Contractæ ex veteribus medicinæ tetrabiblios, hoc est quaternio, id est libri vniversales quatuor: singuli, quatuor sermones complectentes: vt sint in summa quatuor sermonum quaterniones, id est sermones xv. Cornarius, 1567 [?]

Agnon, Rabbi

Agrippa Castor

Agrippa, Henricus Cornelius (Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa von Nettesheim)

De vanit. scient. • De incertitudine et vanitate omnium scientiarum et artium liber, accedunt duo eiusdem auctoris libelli: quorum unus est de nobilitate et praecellentia foeminei sexus; alter de matrimonio. Coloniae Agrippinae: Antonius Hierat, 1598

Albertus Magnus

Sent. • Scripta super 4 libros Sententiarum. Basel: Jac. de Pfortzen, [16th cent.]

Alexander ab Alexandro (Alessandro Alessandri)

Genial. • Genialium dierum libri sex. Hanoviae: Marnius, Aubrius, 1610

Alexander of Hales (Alexander Alesius or Alexander ab Ales)

Summa • Pars prima [–quarta] summe theologice. Lyon: Jacque Myt, 1515–17

Alexander Trallianus

Libri duodecim de arte medica. Lutetia, 1548

Almainus, Jacobus (Jacques Almain)

Sent. • Aurea … opuscula, omnibus theologis perquam vtilia: non ante hac simul impressa. Moralia optime recognita cum additionibus. Lectura in tertium completa. De penitentia: siue in quartum lectura. De potestate ecclesiastica. Vesperiarum non spernenda questio. Dictata super sententias Holcot. Parrhisiis: Chevallon, 1518

Ambrose of Milan

Collected works • Omnia Qvotqvot Extant D. Ambrosii Episcopi Mediolanensis Opera, Primvm Per Des. Erasmvm Roterodamvm, Mox Per Sig. Gelenivm, deinde per alios eruditos uiros diligenter castigata: nunc uero postremum per Ioannem Costerium … emendata. Basileae: Episcopius, 1567

1 Corinthians • See Pauline Epistles

De fuga seculi • De fuga saeculi (PL 14; CSEL 32)

De Noah et arca • See De Noë et arca

De Noë et arca • De Noe Et Arca Liber Unus (PL 14)

Ambrose of Milan, cont.

De officiis • De officiis ministrorum (PL 16) • De Officiis: Introduction, Text, and Translation. Edited and translated by Ivor J. Davidson. Oxford Early Christian Studies. 2 vols. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001

De Spiritu s. • De Spiritu Sancto (CSEL 79) • On the Holy Spirit (NPNF2 10)

De Tobia • De Tobia (PL 14) • On Tobias (PSt 25)

Ephesians • See Pauline Epistles

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Letters • Epistulae (CSEL 82) • Letters (NPNF2 10)

Luke • Expositio Evangelii secundam Lucam (CCSL 14) • Commentary of Saint Ambrose on the Gospel according to Saint Luke. Dublin: Halcyon Press, 2001

Pauline Epistles • Ambrosiaster, Commentarius in epistulas Paulinas (CSEL 81/1–3) • Commentaries on Romans and 1–2 Corinthians. Translated by G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009; Commentaries on Galatians–Philemon. Translated by G. L. Bray. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009

Romans • See Pauline Epistles

Sermon de obitu Theodosii • De Obitu Theodosii Oratio (PL 16)

Anhalt theologians

Apol. contra quosd. nobiles • See Apolog. opposita electoralib.

Apolog. opposita electoralib. • Bekentnis Der Anhaldischen Theologen/von den fürnembsten Heuptartickeln der Christlichen Lehr. Sampt angehengtem Bedencken vber die Praefation des Concordibuchs/Und notwendige Apologia auff des Gegentheils eingewante Refutationsschrifft. Zerbst: Bonaventura Schmidt, 1589

Anselm of Canterbury

Collected works • Opera omnia quatuor tomis comprehensa. Cologne: Peter Cholinus, 1612

1 Corinthians • See Pauline Epistles

Cur Deus homo • Cur Deus homo (PL 158) • Cur Deus homo in Anselm, Basic Writings. Translated and edited by Thomas Williams. Indianapolis: Hackett, 2007

De conc. virgin. • De Conceptu Virginali Et Originali Peccato (PL 158)

Pauline Epistles • In omnes Pauli Apostoli Epistolas enarrationes. Coloniae: Gennepaeum, 1545

Anselm of Laon (Anselmus Laudunensis)

Matthew • Enarrationes In Evangelium Matthaei (PL 162)

Antoninus of Florence (Antonio Pierozzi)

Prima [–tertia] pars Historiarum tribus tomis discretarum. [Lugduni], 1527

Apology of the Augsburg Confession

Apologia Confessionis Augustanae, 1531 (BSLK, 139–404) • The Apology of the Augsburg Confession (Concordia, pp. 73–251)

Aretius, Benedictus

Probl. theol. • S. S. Theologiae Problemata: Hoc est Loci Commvnes Christianae Religionis, Methodice Explicati. Bernae Helvetiorum: LePreux, 1604

Arias Montanus, Benedictus (Benito Arias Montano)

Chaldaic paraphrase • Biblia Sacra hebraice, chaldaice, graece, et latine. Antwerp: Plantinus, 1569–72

Aristotle

Collected works • Operum … Graecè & Latinè. [Geneva:] Guillaume Laimarie, 1597

Categoriae • Categoriae. Edited by L. Minio-Paluello. Oxford: Clarendon, 1949 • Categories (LCL 325)

Ethic. Nicom. • See Ethica

Ethica • Ethicorum, sive De moribus, ad Nicomachum libri decem. Hanoviae: Marnius, 1611 • Nicomachean Ethics (LCL 73)

Politic. • Politics (LCL 264) • Politics (LCL 264)

Aristotle, cont.

Rhet. ad Alexand. • Rhetoricorum Libri Tres … in eosdem libros Commentarij. Basel: Bartholomaeus Westheimer, 1545; Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (LCL 317) • Rhetoric to Alexander (LCL 317)

Arminius, Jacobus

Collected works • Opera Theologica. Leiden: Govert Basson, 1629

Artic. perpend. • Articvli nonnvlli diligenti examine perpendi. Lugduni Batavorum: Godefridus Basson, 1629 • De vero et genuino sensu cap. VII. epistolae ad Romanos dissertatio. Lugduni Batavorum: Godfrid Basson, 1612

De vero et genuino sensu

Resp. ad 9 artic. • Responsio ad Quaestiones IX in Collected works

Resp. ad 31 artic. • Apologia adversus articulos XXXI in Collected works

Arnobius of Sicca

Contra gentes • Contra gentes. Hamburg, 1610 (CSEL 4) • Against the Heathen (ANF 6)

Athanasius

Collected works, Commelin. edition • Toυ Ev Aγιoις Πατρoς Hμων Aθανασιoυ Aρχιεπισκoπoυ Aλεξανδρειας Tα Eυρισκoμενα Aπαντα … B. Athanasii Archiepiscopi Alexandrini Opera Qvae Reperivntvr Omnia, In Dvos Tomos Tribvta. Graece nunc primùm (ex Mss. Codd. Basil. Cantabrig. Palatt. & baliis) in lucem data, cum interpretatione Latina Petri Nannii Alemariani, & aliorum vbi illa desiderabatur. 2 vols. [Heidelberg]: Hieronymus Commelinus, 1601

Contra Arian. • Orationes contra Arianos (PG 26) • The Discourses against the Arians (NPNF2 4)

Contra gentes • Athanasii Episcopi Alexandrini Sanctissima, Eloqventissimaqve Opera Commentarij in epistolas Pauli Contra Gentiles Liber vnus De incarnatione Verbi … Disputatio contra Arrium. In vim Psalmorum opusculum. Exhortatio ad Monachos. De passione Imaginis domini nostri Libellus. Epistolæ nonnullæ Romanorum Pontificum ad Athanasium, et Atanasij ad eosdem. Quae omnia olim iam latina facta Christophoro Porsena, Ambrosio Monacho, Angelo Politiano interpretibus, vna cum doctissima Erasmi Roterodani ad pium lectorem paraclesi. Parisiis: Parvus, 1519

Contra idola • “Oratio contra idola,” in Athanasii Magni Alexandrini Episcopi, Graviss. Scriptoris, Et Sanctiss. Martyris. Volume 1 of Opera. Basel: Froben, 1556

De passione imaginis Domini • Athanasii Episcopi Alexandrini Sanctissima, Eloqventissimaqve Opera Commentarij in epistolas Pauli Contra Gentiles Liber vnus De incarnatione Verbi … Disputatio contra Arrium. In vim Psalmorum opusculum. Exhortatio ad Monachos. De passione Imaginis domini nostri Libellus. Epistolæ nonnullæ Romanorum Pontificum ad Athanasium, et Atanasij ad eosdem. Quae omnia olim iam latina facta Christophoro Porsena, Ambrosio Monacho, Angelo Politiano interpretibus, vna cum doctissima Erasmi Roterodani ad pium lectorem paraclesi. Parisiis: Parvus, 1519

Orat. contra gentes • See Contra gentes

Serm. de incarn. Verbi • Oratio de incarnatione Verbi (PG 25) • The Incarnation of the Word (LCC 3)

Synopsis script. • “Synopsis totius scripturae,” in Athanasii Magni Alexandrini Episcopi, Graviss. Scriptoris, Et Sanctiss. Martyris. Volume 4 of Opera. Basel: Froben, 1556

Augsburg Confession

Die Augsburgische Konfession (BSLK, 31–137) • The Augsburg Confession (Concordia, pp. 27–63)

Augustine of Hippo

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm Primvs Tomvs [–Decimvs]. Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1531; Primvs[–Decimvs] Tomvs … D. Avrelii Avgvstini … Cvivs Praestantissima In Omni Genere monimenta. Basel: Froben, 1569

83 QQ. • De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus (CCSL 44A) • On Eighty-Three Varied Questions (FC 70)

Ad Bonif. • Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, ad Bonifacium Romanae ecclesiae episcopum (PL 44) • A Treatise against Two Letters of the Pelagians (NPNF1 5)

Ad Consentium • See De mendac.

Ad epist. Gaudentii secundam • Contra Gaudentium (CSEL 53) • Against Gaudentius (WSA 1/22)

Ad Quodvultdeum • See De haeres.

Confess. • Confessiones (CCSL 27) • Confessions (NPNF1 1)

Augustine of Hippo, cont.

Contra adv. legis et prophet. • Contra adversarium legis et prophetarum (CCSL 49) • Against Adversaries of the Law and the Prophets (WSA 1/18)

Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum • Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum (CSEL 60) • Against Two Letters of the Pelagians (NPNF1 5)

Contra Faustum • Contra Faustum Manichaeum (CSEL 25/1) • Against Faustus, a Manichee (NPNF1 4)

Contra Julian. • Contra Julianum (PL 44) • Against Julian (FC 35)

Contra Petilianum • Contra litteras Petiliani Donatisti Cirtensis Episcopi (CSEL 52) • In Answer to the Letters of Petilian, the Donatist, Bishop of Cirta (NPNF1 4)

De actis cum Felice Man. • De actis cum Felice Manichaeo (PL 42)

De adulterinis conjugiis ad Pollent. • De adulterninis conjugiis (CSEL 41) • On Adulterous Marriages (FC 27)

De civitate Dei • De civitate Dei (CCSL 47–48) • The City of God (FC 8, 14, 24)

De consens. evang. • De consensu Evangelistarum (CSEL 43) • On Agreement among the Evangelists (NPNF1 6)

De decem chordis • Sermo 9 de decem chordis (PL 38:75) • “Discourse of Saint Augustine on the Ten Strings of the Harp,” in Essential Sermons. Translated by Edmund Hill. Hyde Park, NY: New City Press, 2007

De doctr. Christ. • De doctrina Christiana (CCSL 32) • On Christian Teaching (WSA 1/11)

De fide et symb. • De fide et symbolo (CSEL 41) • On Faith and the Creed (FC 27)

De Genesi ad lit. • De Genesi ad litteram (CSEL 28/1) • On the Literal Interpretation of Genesis (ACW 41–42)

De grat. Christi contra Pelag. • See De grat. et pecc. orig.

De grat. et pecc. orig. • De Gratia Christi Et De Peccato Originali Contra Pelagium Et Coelestinum (PL 44; CSEL 42) • On the Grace of Christ and Original Sin (NPNF1 5)

De haeres. • De haeresibus (CCSL 46) • On Heresies (WSA 1/18)

De haeres. ad Quodvultdeum • See De haeres.

De mendac. • De mendacio (CSEL 41) • On Lying (FC 16)

De nat. et grat. • De natura et gratia (CSEL 60) • On Nature and Grace (NPNF1 5)

De ordine • De ordine (CCSL 29) • On Order (FC 1)

De peccat. merit. et remis. • De peccatorum meritis et remissione et de baptismo parvulorum (CSEL 60) • On the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins and on Infant Baptism (NPNF1 5)

De perfectione justitiae contra Coelestium • De perfectione justitiae hominis (CSEL 42) • On the Perfection of Human Righteousness (NPNF1 5)

De poenit. medic. • Sermon 351 (PL 39:1535–49). Cf. S. Augustini Duo Ad pietatem & seriam pœnitentiam rectè tum docendam, tum agendam utilissimi Tractatus, Alter De Medicina Poenitentiæ, hujusque triplici genere … Alter De Vere Poenitentibus, eorumque qui in exitu vitae constituti sunt periculosa resipiscentia … Editi atque ex Scriptura, ipso Augustino alijsque antiquis Patribus, ut et recentioribus quibusdam Theologis, paulò prolixioribus Notis … pio studio illustrati A Johanne Latermanno. Francofurti: Gerlachius, 1652

De spiritu et litera • De spiritu et littera (CSEL 60) • On the Spirit and the Letter (LCC 8)

De Trinit. • De Trinitate libri XV (CCSL 50, 50A) • The Trinity (NPNF1 3)

De vera relig. • De vera religione (CCSL 32) • On True Religion (LCC 6)

Deuteronomy • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Enchirid. ad Laur. • Enchiridion ad Laurentium, de fide, spe et caritate (CCSL 46) • A Handbook on Faith, Hope, and Love (ACW 3)

Epistle of John • In epistulam Joannis ad Parthos tractatus (SCH 75) • Tractates on the First Letter of John (FC 92)

Exodus • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Galatians • Expositio epistulae ad Galatas (CSEL 84) • Augustine’s Commentary on Galatians. Translated by Eric Plumer. Oxford Early Christian Studies. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003

John • In Johannis evangelium tractatus (CCSL 36) • Tractates on the Gospel of John (NPNF1 4)

Joshua • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Letters • Epistulae (CCSL 34, 44, 57, 58, 88) • Epistles (NPNF1 1)

Augustine of Hippo, cont.

Psalms • Enarrationes in Psalmos (CCSL 38–40) • Explanations of the Psalms (ACW 29–30)

QQ. evang. • Quaestiones Evangeliorum (CCSL 44B) • Questions on the Gospels (WSA 1/15)

QQ. V. et N. T. • Quaestiones veteris et novi Testamenti CXXVII (spurious) (CSEL 50)

Quaest. super Josuam • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Quaestiones in Heptateuchum • Quaestiones in Heptateuchum (CCSL 33) • Questions on the Heptateuch (WSA 1/15)

Quaestiones on Exodus • See Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

Retract. • Retractiones (CCSL 57) • Reconsiderations (FC 60)

Sermon 49 de tempore • Sermo 170 (PL 38:926)

Sermon 95 de temp. • Sermo 21 (PL 39:1783)

Sermon 136 de temp. • Sermo 159 (PL 39:2058)

Sermon 148 de temp. • Sermo 248 (PL 38:1158)

Sermon 257 de temp.

Sermon 28 de verb. apost. • Sermo 180 (PL 38:972)

Tract. on the Epistle of John • In epistulam Joannis ad Parthos tractatus (SCH 75) • Tractates on the First Letter of John (FC 92)

Aurea Bulla. See Charles V, Peinliche Hals-Gerichts-Ordnung

Aventinus, Johannes

Annal. • Chronica, Darinn nit allein deß gar alten Hauß Beyern, Keiser, Könige, Hertzogen, Fürsten, Graffen, Freyheern Geschlechte, Herkommen, Stamm und Geschichte, sondern auch der uralten Teutschen Ursprung, Herkommen, Sitten, Gebreuch, Religion, mannliche und treffliche Thaten, so sie fast biß zu diser zeyt, allenthalben, nit allein im Teutschland und Europa, sondern auch in Asia und Africa, auch vor Christi unsers Seligmachers Geburt, gethan haben, zum fleissigsten beschriben, und auß allerley Chronicken, Handschrifften, alten Freyheiten, Ubergaben, Brieffen, Salbüchern, Reimen, Liedern, und andern glaubwirdigen Monumenten und Schrifften zusammen getragen und in acht Bücher getheilt. [Frankfurt am Mayn: Rab, Feyerabend & Han,] 1566

Annal. Boiorum • See Annal.

Avicenna

Azorius, Ioannes

Instit. • Istitutionum moralium, in quibus universae quaestiones ad conscientiam recte, aut prave factorum pertinentes breviter tractantur tomus … Lugduni: Cardon & Cavellat, 1616–25

Backmeister, Lukas

De typis V. T. • Simplex Et Dilucida Explicatio Typorum Veteris Testamenti: adumbrantium Christum, eiusque Personam, Sacerdotium, Sacrificium & Beneficia. Rostochii: Myliandrus, 1603

Balduin, Friedrich

Colossians • Didactica Apostolica, hoc est, S. Apostoli Pauli Epistola Ad Colossenses Commentario perspicue illustrata. Wittebergae: Helwig, Haken, 1623; Quaestiones Illustres Ex Divinis Apostoli Pauli Epistolis Ad Philippenses Et Colossenses erutae, et Disputationibus aliquot, studiosae iuventutis gratia in Academia Witebergensi ventilatae. Wittebergae: Gorman, 1617

Baronius (Cesare Baronio)

Annal. • Annales ecclesiastici. 12 vols. Cologne, 1609–13

Martyr. Roman. • Martyrologivm Romanvm: Ad Novam Kalendarii Rationem, Et Ecclesiasticae Historiae Veritatem Restitvtvm. Paris, 1613

Basil of Caesarea

Collected works • Aπαντα Tα … Bασιλειoυ … Opera Graeca quae ad nos extant omnia. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1551; Opera … Omnia: Iam recens per Wolfgangvm Mvscvlvm partim locis aliquot castigata, partim luculentis accessionibus aucta. Basel: Johann Oporinus, 1565

Letters • Epistulae (PG 32; LCL 190, 215, 243, 270) • Letters (NPNF2 8; FC 13, 28)

Psalms • Homiliae super Psalmos (PG 29)

Basil of Caesarea, cont.

Sermon in s. 40 martyres • In sanctos 40 martyres (PG 31:507ff.)

Becanus, Martinus

De ecclesia • De Ecclesia Christi, Itemqve De Ecclesia Romana, Qvae Est Catholicorvm, Et De Reformata, quae est Lutheranorum & Caluinistarum. Mogvntiae: Albinus, 1615

Bede (Beda Venerabilis)

Collected works • Opera … omnia. Cologne: Gymnich & Hierat, 1612

De celebr. pasch. • De Paschae celebratione (PL 90)

Exodus • See Pentateuch

Luke • In Lucae evangelium expositio (PL 92)

Pentateuch • In Pentateuchum Commentarii (PL 91)

Romans • Venerabilis Bedae Anglo-Saxonis Presbyteri In Omni Disciplinarvm Genere Sva ætate doctissimi Opervm Tomvs 6: Continens in divi Pauli scripta, interpretationes luculentas. Coloniae Agrippinae: Hieratus & Gymnicus, 1612

Bellarmine, Robert (Roberto Bellarmino)

Collected works • Opera omnia: nunc postremo ab ipso authore recogn. et in 7 tomos distributa. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gualterus, 1617–20

De amiss. gratiae et stat. peccati • “De gratiae amissione” and “De gratiae reparatione, et statu justificatorum per Christum,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De cultu sanctor. • Disputationum de controversiis christianae fidei, adversus huius temporis haereticos opus; ab ipsomet auctore nunc demum auctum, recogn., et in 4 tomos distributum: Acc. hac ed., singulis tomis recentia quaedam eiusdem auctoris opuscula, suis quaeque locis inserta. T. 2: Acc. accuratior De exemptione clericorum disputatio, & De cultu sacrarum imaginum libelli cuiusdam refutatio. Ingolstadii: Sartorius, 1601

De grat. et lib. arb. • “De gratia et libero arbitrio,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De imag. sanctorum • “De reliquiis et imaginibus sanctorum,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De imagin. • See De imag. sanctorum

De justific. • “De iustificatione impii,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De missa • “De missa,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De monachis • “De monachis,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De Rom. pontific. • “De Summo Pontifice,” in Disputationes de controversiis. Or, Tractatvs De Potestate Svmmi Pontificis In Rebvs Temporalibvs: Aduersus Gvlielmvm Barclaivm. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gualtherus, 1611

De sacrament. in gen • “De Sacramentis in Genere,” in Disputationes de controversiis

De statu peccati • See De amiss. gratiae et stat. peccati

De verb. Dei • “De Verbo Dei,” in Disputationes de controversiis

Disputationes de controversiis • Disputationum de controversiis christianae fidei, adversus huius temporis haereticos opus; ab ipsomet auctore nunc demum auctum, recogn., et in 4 tomos distributum: Acc. hac ed., singulis tomis recentia quaedam eiusdem auctoris opuscula, suis quaeque locis inserta. T. 2: Acc. accuratior De exemptione clericorum disputatio, & De cultu sacrarum imaginum libelli cuiusdam refutatio. Ingolstadii: Sartorius, 1601

Bereshit Rabba

Midrash Rabbah. Translated into English with notes, glossary, and indices under the editorship of H. Freedman and Maurice Simon. London: Soncino, 1983

Bernard of Clairvaux

Collected works • Opera … omnia. Basel: Johann Herwagen, 1552 (PL 182–85; Sancti Bernardi Opera. Edited by J. Leclercq. Romae: Ed. Cistercienses, 1957–98)

Apolog. ad Guilelmum abbatem • Apologia ad Guilelmum abbatem [Paris: Félix Baligault, 1498?]

Letters • Epistolae (PL 182) • The Letters of St. Bernard of Clairvaux. Translated by B. S. James. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1998

Sentent. • Sententiae (PL 183)

Bernard of Clairvaux, cont.

Serm. 6 de nativ. • See Sermon in vigil nat. Dom.

Serm. 5 de verbis Esaiae • Sermones De Tempore: Pro Dominica I Novembris (PL 183)

Serm. sup. Salve Regina • In Antiphonam Salvae Regina Sermones Quatuor (PL 184) (spurious)

Sermon 2 in vig.nativ. • See Sermon in vigil nat. Dom.

Sermon in vigil. nat. Dom. • Sermones De Tempore: In Vigilia Nativitatis Domini (PL 183) • Sermons for Advent and the Christmas Season. Translated by I. Edmonds, W. M. Beckett, and C. Greenia. Edited by J. Leinenweber. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 2007

Song of Songs • Sermones in Cantica canticorum (PL 183) • On the Song of Songs. Translated by Kilian Walsh. Kalamazoo: Cistercian, 1971–80

Berthorius (Petrus Berchorius)

Allegor. • Morale reductorium super totam Bibliam … quatuor et triginta libris consummatum … ubi notabiliorum, historiarum, ac figurarum veteris et novi testamentorum: praemissa compendiosa textus summa: Tropologia seu Allegorica, atque nonnunque Anagogica subnectitur explanatio. Basel: Adam Petri, 1517

Bertius, Petrus

preface to Tractatus Arminiani • See Arminius, Jacobus, De vero et genuino sensu

Beza, Theodore

Colloq. Mompelg. • Acta colloquii Montisbelligartensis: Quod habitum est. Anno Christi 1586; Favente Deo Oph. Max Praeside … Friderico, comite Wirtembergico, et Mompelgartensi &c. Inter … Jacobum Andreae et D. Tresdoram Bezam … A. Chr. 1587 publicata. Wittenberg, 1605

Biel, Gabriel

In canonem missae • Sacri canonis misse tam mystica quam litteralis expositio. [Lyon: Jean Clein, 1514]

Sent. • Collectorium circa quattuor libros sententiarum. Tübingen, 1501; repr., Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, [1973–92]

Binsfeldius, Petrus

Recept. conclusion. • Liber receptarum in theologia sententiarum et conclusionum. Augustae Trevirorum: Bock, 1612

Blondus, Flavius (Flavio Biondo)

Decad. • Historiarum ab inclinatione Romanorum imperii decades. Venice: Thomas de Blavis, 1484

Bodinus, Joannes (Jean Bodin)

De republica • De republica libri VI. Francofurti: Rosa, 1621

Bonaventure

Sentent. • Prima [–Quarta] pars … librum Sententiarum. [1510]

Bonifinius, Antonius (Antonio Bonfini)

Rer. Hungar. • Rervm Vngaricarvm Decades Qvatvor, Cvm Dimidia. Basileae: Oporinus, 1568

Book of Concord

Concordia. Christliche, Widerholete, einmütige Bekentnüs nachbenanter Churfürsten, Fürsten vnd Stende Augspurgischer Confession, vnd derselben zu ende des Buchs vnderschriebener Theologen Lere vnd glaubens. Mit angeheffter, in Gottes wort, als der einigen Richt-schnur, wolgegründter erklerung etlicher Artickel, bey welchen nach D. Martin Luthers seligen absterben … streit vorgefallen. Dreßden: Stöckel & Berg, 1580 • Triglot Concordia: The Symbolical Books of the Ev. Lutheran Church, German-Latin-English. St. Louis: Concordia, 1921; Concordia: The Lutheran Confessions. 2nd ed. Edited by Paul T. McCain. St. Louis: Concordia, 2006

Concordia. Pia Et Vnanimi Consensv Repetita Confessio Fidei & doctrinae Electorvm, Principvm, Et Ordinvm Imperii, Atque eorundem Theologorum, qui Augustanam Confessionem amplectuntur. Leipzig: Deffner, Georg, 1584

Brenz, Johannes

Collected works • Opervm … Tomus Primus [–Tertius, Sextus–Octavus]. Tübingen: Gruppenbach, 1576–90

Catech. • Catechismvs Pia Et Vtili Explicatione Illvstratvs (Wittenberg, 1552); Catechismus Piae Et Utili Explicatione illustratus. Leipzig: Rambau, 1558

Bucanus, Guilielmus (Guillaume Bucanus)

Instit. theol. • Institutiones Theologicae. Seu Locorum Communium Christianae Religionis, Ex Dei Verbo, Et praestantissimorum Theologorum Orthodoxo consensu expositorum, Analysis: Ad Leges Methodi Didascalicae; Quaestionibus & Responsionibus conformata: atque in usum Ministerii Sacri Candidatorum, qui se ad Examen Doctrinae subeundum parant, accomodata. Bernae Helvetiorum: Le Preux, 1605

Burgensis, Paulus (Paulus de Burgos, Pablo de Santa María)

Addition. ad Lyram • Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Nicolai de Lyra postilla, moralitatibus eiusdem, Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Matthie Thoring replicis. [Basileae]: Froben & Petri, 1506

Cajetan, Thomas (Thomas de Vio Caietanus)

Collected works • Opuscula omnia Thomae de Vio Caietani … in tres distincta tomos. Lugduni, 1581

Deuteronomy • Commentarii illustres planéque insignes in quinque Mosaicos libros cum notis Antonii Fonsecae. Paris: Petit, 1539

In Thomam • Summa Sacrae Theologiae: … Divo Thoma Aqvinate Doctore Angelico autore, in tres … partes … divisa … Thomae a Vio Caietani … commentariis illustrata. Lugduni: Iunta, 1562

Judges • In omnes authenticos veteris testamenti historiales libros commentarij; In Iehosuam Judices Ruth Reges Paralipomena Hezram Nehomiam et Ester. Romae: in aedibus Antonij Bladi Asulani, 1535; repr. of 1639 ed., Hildesheim: Olms, 2005

Calvin, John

Collected works • Opuscula omnia in unum volumen collecta. Geneva: Gerardus, 1552

Catech. • Catechismus sive christianae religionis institutio, communibus … Genevinsis ecclesiae suffragiis recepta. Basileae: Rob. Winter, 1538 • Catechism 1538. Translated by Ford Lewis Battles. Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, 1972

Instit. • Institutio christianae religionis. Geneva: Robert Estienne, 1559 • Institutes of the Christian Religion. Translated by Henry Beveridge. 2 vols. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013

Pentateuch • Mosis libri V. cum … commentariis. Geneva: Henri Estienne, 1563; In Qvinquve Libros Mosis Commentarii: Genesis Seorsim: reliqui quatuor in formam harmoniae digesti. [Genevae:] in officina Sanctandreana, 1595 • Calvin’s Commentaries. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1974

Calvinus, Johannes

Themis Hebraeo-Romana • Themis Hebraeo-Romana: id est, iurisprudentia Mosaica, et Ivris tvm Canonici, tvm Civilis, Romana, Inuicem collata: & methodice digesta. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1595

Camerarius, Philipp

Succis. hist. • Operae Horarum Svbcisivarvm, Sive Meditationes Historicae. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Kopf, 1601

Campianus, Edmundus (Edmund Campion)

Letter ad generalem societatis • John Gibbons, Edmund Campion, et al. Concertatio Ecclesiae Catholicae In Anglia, Adversvs Caluinopapistas & Puritanos, à paucis annis singulari studio quorundam hominum doctrina & sanctitate illustrium renouata. Avgvstae Trevirorvm: apud Emundum Hatotum, 1583

canon law. See Ius canonicum

Capitolinus, Julius. See Historia Augusta

Capreolus, Joannes

Sent. • F. Ioannis Capreoli Thomistarvm Principis, In Libros Sententiarvm Amplissimae Qvaestiones, Pro Tvtela Doctrinae S. Thomae Ad Scholasticum certamen egregie disputatae. Venetiis: Scotus, 1588

Carbo, Ludovicus (Lodovico Carbone de Costacciaro)

De Christo abscondito

Carolina law. See Charles V, Constitut. Carol.

Casaubonus (Isaac Casaubon)

Exerc. 1 ad ann. Baron. • De Rebvs Sacris Et Ecclesiasticis Exercitationes XVI. Ad Cardinalis Baronii Prolegomena in Annales, & primam eorum partem, de Domini Nostri Iesv Christi Nativitate, Vita, Paßione, Assumtione. London: John Bill, 1614

Cassander, Georgius

Consult. ad impp. Ferdin. et Maximil. • See Consultatio

Consultatio • De Articvlis Religionis Inter Catholicos Et Protestantes Controversis Consvltatio. Coloniae: Aquensius, 1577

Castro, Alphonsus de (Alfonso de Castro)

Advers. haereses • Adversus omnes haereses libri XIV. Coloniae, 1549

on the word imago • See Advers. haereses [?]

Catech. Heidelb. See Ursinus, Zacharias, Catech. Heidelb.

Catech. Trident. See Catechismus Romanus

Catechismus Romanus

Catechismvs Romanvs, Ex Decreto Concilii Tridentini … editus. Cologne: Peter von Brachel, 1611 • The Catechism of the Council of Trent. London: Baronius, 2006

Catharinus, Ambrosius (Lancelotto Politi)

De imaginibus

Celichius, Andreas

Nützlicher vnd notwendiger bericht, von den Leuten, so sich selbst aus angst- verzweiffelung, oder andern vrsachen, entleiben vnd hinrichten. Magdeburg: Kirchner, 1578

Cens. Col.

Censura et docta explicatio errorum catechismi Ioannis Monhemii … in qua tum S. Scripturae … tum evidentiss. rationibus veritas Catholicae religionis defenditur, per deputatos à Sacra Theologica facultate Universitas Coloniensis. Coloniae: Maternus Cholinus, 1560

Ceremoniale Romanum

Ceremoniale Episcoporum, jussu Clementis VIII … reformatum. Romae: typis Lepidi Fatii, 1606

Chaldaic paraphrase. See Arias Montanus, Benedictus; Complutensian work; Fagius, Paul; Targum

Charlemagne (Carolus Magnus)

Adv. synod. Graec. • Opus contra synodum, quae in partibus Graeciae pro adorandis imaginibus stolide sive arrogantur gesta est: Item, Paulini Aquileiensis Episcopi adversus Felicem Urgelitanum, & Eliphandum Toletanum episcopos libellus. [Paris,] 1549

De imaginibus • See Adv. synod. Graec.

Charles V

Constitut. Carol. • Constitvtiones Carolinae Pvblicorum Iudiciorum, in ordinem redactae, cumque Iure communi collatae. Basileae: ex officiana Oporiniana, 1583

Peinliche Hals-Gerichts-Ordnung • Peinlich Halsgericht … vnd deß Heiligen Römischen Reichs Peinlich Gerichts Ordnung/auff den Reichstägen zu Augspurg vnd Regenspurg/in Jahren dreissig/vnd zwey vnd dreissig gehalten/auffgericht vnd beschlossen. Frankfurt am Main: Nikolaus Basse, 1587 (Die Peinliche Gerichtsordnung Kaiser Karl’s V. nebst der Bamberger und der Brandenburger Halsgerichtsordnung sämmtlich nach den ältesten Drucken und mit den Projecten der peinlichen Gerichtsordnung Kaiser Karl’s V. von den Jahren 1521 und 1529. Edited by Heinrich Zoebfl. Leipzig: C. F. Winter, 1883)

Charles the Great. See Charlemagne

Chassanion, Joannes (Jean de Chassanion)

Loci • Loci aliquot communes. [Geneva:] Jacque Chouët, 1598

Chemnitz, Martin

Examen Concil. Trid. • Examinis Concilii Tridentini … opus integrum. Frankfurt am Main: s.n., 1599 • Examination of the Council of Trent. Translated by Fred Kramer. 4 vols. St. Louis: Concordia, 1971–86

Harm. • Libri Tres Harmoniae Evangelicae. Francofurti Ad Moenum: Porssius; Spiessius, 1608 • The Harmony of the Four Evangelists. Translated by Richard Dinda. Malone, TX: Center for the Study of Lutheran Orthodoxy, 2011–

Loc., de lege • See Loci

Loci • Locorum Theologicorum … Pars Prima [–Tertia] Quibus Et Loci Communes D. Philippi Melanchthonis perspicue explicantur, et quasi integrum Christianae doctrinae corpus Ecclesiae Dei syncere proponitur. Editio noua. Frankfurt/Main, 1599 • Loci Theologici. Translated by J. A. O. Preus. St. Louis: Concordia, 1989

Chrysostom (John Chrysostom)

Collected works • Opera … tomus primus [–quintus]. Basel: Hieronymus Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius, 1558

1 Timothy • In epistulam I. ad Timotheum argumentum et homiliae (PG 62) • Homilies on 1 Timothy (NPNF1 13)

Galatians • In Epistulam ad Galatas commentarius (PG 61) • Commentary on Galatians (NPNF1 13)

Genesis • Homiliae 9 in Genesin; Homiliae 67 in Genesin (PG 53–54) • Saint John Chrysostom Homilies on Genesis. Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press 1999–2001

Homily 87

John • In Iohannem homiliae 88 (PG 59) • Commentary on Saint John the Apostle and Evangelist (FC 33)

Matthew • In Matthaeum homiliae (PG 57–58) • Homilies on the Gospel of St. Matthew (NPNF1 10)

Orat. 12, De prima Dei notitia

Oration in Melet. • De sancto Meletio Antiocheno (PG 50:515ff.)

Psalm 14 • “Commentaria in Psalmos,” in Opera Bedae Venerabilis Presbyteri Anglosaxonis: Viri In Divinis Atque Humanis literis exercitatissimi: omnia in octo Tomos distincta. Volume 8. Basileae: Herwagen, 1563

Romans • In Epistulam ad Romanos homiliae 32 (PG 59) • Homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (NPNF1 11)

Cicero, Marcus Tullius

Collected works • Opera omnia, quae exstant [Tomus I–II]. Paris: Jacque Du Puis, 1566

De legibus • De legibus (LCL 213) • On the Laws (LCL 213)

De natur. deorum • De natura deorum (LCL 268) • On the Nature of the Gods (LCL 268)

De orat. • De oratore (LCL 348–349) • On the Orator (LCL 348–349)

Clarus, Julius

Sent. • Receptarum sententiarum opera omnia. Frankfurt Richter, 1604

Clement of Alexandria

Collected works • T. Flavii Clementis Alexandrini … opera omnia. Paris: Officina Nivelliana, 1612

Stromat. • Stromata (SCH 30) • Carpets (ANF 2)

Στρωμματ. • See Stromat.

Clement of Rome

Recogn. • S. Clementis Romani Recognitiones: Rufino Aquilei interprete. Edited by E. G. Gersdorf. Volume 1 of Bibliotheca patrum ecclesiasticorum Latinorum selecta. Leipzig: Tauchnitz, 1838 • An Ancient Jewish Christian Source on the History of Christianity: Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 1.27–71. Translated by F. Stanley Jones. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995

Cochlaeus, Johannes

Confess. August. • Qvadrvplex concordiae ratio, & Consyderatio, super Confeßione Augustana Protestantium quorundam sacri Romani Imperij Principum ac statuum, Caes. Maiestati Augustae exhibita. Ingolstadii: ex officina Alexandri Weissenhorn, 1544

Codex. See Corpus Iuris Civilis

Columbus, Realdus (Realdo Columbo)

Anatomia, Das ist: Sinnreiche, Künstliche, Gegründte Auffschneidung, Theilung, unnd Zerlegung eines vollkommenen Menschlichen Leibs und Cörpers. Frankfurt am Main: Becker, 1609

Complutensian work

[Biblia complutensis] Vetus testamentum multiplici lingua nunc primo impressum; Secunda [–Quarta] pars Veteris testamenti; Nouum testamentum grece et latine in academia complutensi nouiter impressum; Vocabularium hebraicum atque chaldaicum totius veteris testamenti cum alijs tractatibus prout infra in prefatione continetur in academia complutensi nouiter impressum. [Complutentia: Brocario, 1514–17]

Concil.

Tomvs … Conciliorvm omnivm, tvm generalivm, tvm provincialivm atqve particvlarivm, qvae iam inde abapostolis vsque in praesens habita, obtineri potuerunt, magna insignium Synodorum … accesione adeo nunc auctorum, ut in Tomos 4. distributa sint. Coloniae Agripinae: Calenius & Quentel, 1567 (Joannes Dominicus Mansi, ed. Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio. Paris: H. Welter, 1901–27) • Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils. Edited by Norman P. Tanner. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990 (NPNF2 14)

Conciliorum. See Concil

Conradus de Lichtenau (Abbas Urspergensis)

Chron. • Conradi a Lichtenau abbatis Urspergensis chronicon absolutissimum a Nino Assyriorum rege usque ad tempora Friderici II. Imp. Quo omnes fere veteres, potissimum vero rerum Germanicarum et Gallorum historici continentur. Paraleipomena rerum memorabilium a Friderici II. usque ad Carlum V. Augustum, per studiosum historiam vinem candidum, magna diligentia et accuratione collecta. Basiliae: apud Petr. Pernam, 1569

Constitutio Carolina. See Charles V, Peinliche Hals-Gerichts-Ordnung

Constitutio Carolina et Electoralis. See Charles V, Peinliche Hals-Gerichts-Ordnung

Conzen, Adamus (Adam Contzen)

Romans • Commentaria in Epist. S. Pauli Apostoli ad Romanos. Colonia Agrippina: Kinckius, 1629

Copus, Alanus (Nicholas Harpsfield)

Dial. • Dialogi 6 contra pontificatus monasticae vitae, sanctorum, sacr. imaginum oppugnatores et pseudomartyres. Antwerpiae, 1573

Corpus Iuris Civilis

Corpvs Iuris Ciuilis: In quinque partes distinctum. His Accesservnt Notæ Repetitæ Tertiæ Qvartæqve prælectionis, Dionysio Gothofredo, I.C. Authore … His additæ sunt Institutionum, Nouellarum Iustiniani, Leonis & Feudorum epitomæ ad ordinem Edicti perpetui compositæ: eodem auctore. Lvgdvni: Apud Iohannem Vignon, 1607 (Corpus iuris civili. Edited by Theodor Mommsen, Paul Krueger, Rudolphus Schoell, Guilelmus Kroll. Berolini: Weidmann, 1954)

Authent. • “Authenticae,” in Ioannes Ludovicus Guilielmus Beck, ed. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 2. Lipsiae: Carolus Cnobloch, 1837

Codex • Corpvs Ivris Ciuilis / T. 2 / Codicis Ivstiniani D.N. Sacratissimi Principis PP. Avg. Repetitæ prælectionis Libri XII. Lvgdvni, Apud Iohannem Vignon, 1607; “Codex,” in Paulus Krueger, ed. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 2: Codex Iustinianus, editio stereotypa octava. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1906 • The Civil Law. Translated by S. P. Scott. Cincinnati: Central Trust Co., 1932

ff. • “Digesta,” in Paulus Krueger and Theodor Mommsen, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 1: Institutiones, Digesta, editio stereotypa quinta decima. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1928

Instit. • “Institutiones,” in Paulus Krueger and Theodor Mommsen, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 1: Institutiones, Digesta, editio stereotypa quinta decima. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1928

Novell. • “Novellae,” in Rudolfus Schoell and Guilelmus Kroll, eds. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 3: Novellae, editio sexta lucis ope expressa. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1959

Costerus, Franciscus (François de Coster)

Enchirid. • Enchiridion Controversiarum Praecipuarum Nostri Temporis, De Religione. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1608

Council of Caesarea. See Concil.

Council of Carthage, Fourth. See Concil.

Council of Constantinople, Seventh. See Concil.

Council of Elvira. See Concil.

Council of Ephesus. See Concil.

Council of Florence. See Concil.

Council of Frankfurt. See Concil.

Council of Laodicea. See Concil.

Council of Nicaea

Acta • Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum iussu atque mandato Societatis scientiarum Argentoratensis. Edited by Eduardus Schwartz, continuavit Johannes Straub. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1914. See also Concil.

Council of Nicaea, Second. See Concil.

Council of Trent. See Concil.

Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils. Edited by Norman P. Tanner. London: Sheed & Ward, 1990

councils. See Concil.

Covarruvias, Didacus (Diego de Covarrubias y Leyva)

Variar. resol. • Variarum resolutionum iuridicarum ex iure pontifico, regio et Caesareo libri tres. Francofurti, 1537

Cramer, Daniel

Hortuli animae • Flores Fragrantissimi meditiationum precumque sacrarum: Ex Hortulo Animae Veteri. Hamburg: ex Bibliopolio Frobeniano, 1611

Crellius, Johannes

Tract. de justificat.

Crentzheimius (Leonhard Krentzheim)

Chronologia, Das ist, Gründtliche und fleissige JahrRechnung, Sampt verzeichnung der fürnemsten Geschichten, Uerenderungen vnd Zufell, so sich beyde in Kirchen vnd WeltRegimenten zugetragen haben, zu jeder Zeit. Görlitz: Fritsch, 1577 [?]

Crocius, Ludwig

Assert. Aug. Conf. • Assertio confessionis Augustanae. Bremen: Villerianis, 1622

Cudsemius, Petrus

Viv. specul. • Vivum Speculum, In Quo Vera, Et Apostolica Christi Ecclesia Cuivis introspicienti ad oculum clare apparet: Pontificiorum, Lutheranorum, Et Calvinistarum Trino calculo approbatum. Coloniae Agrippinae: Gualtherus, 1610

Cusanus, Cardinal Nicholas. See Nicholas of Cusa

Cypraeus, Paulus

De sponsal. • Tractatus elaboratissimus De Iure Connubiorum. Lipsiae: Grosius, 1622

Cyprian (Thascius Caecilius Cyprianus)

Collected works • Opera … unà cum annotationunculis. Basel: Johann Froben, 1520

Ad Demet. • See Letters

Expos. orat. Dom. • De dominica oratione (CSEL 3/1) • On the Lord’s Prayer (ACW 20)

Letters • Epistolae (PL 4; CSEL 3/2) • (ANF 5)

Cyril of Alexandria

Collected works • Opera … In Tomos Qvinqve digesta. Basel, 1566

Contra Julianum • Contra Julianum imperatorem (PG 76)

De incarnat. unigen. • Scholia de incarnatione unigeniti (ACO 1/5.1; PG 75; PL 48)

De recta fide ad Regin. • Oratio ad Arcadiam et Marinam augustas de fide (PG 76)

Cyril of Alexandria, cont.

John • Commentarii in Iohannem (P. E. Pusey. Cyrilli … in d. Joannis evangelium. Oxford, 1872) • Commentary on John. Translated by David R. Maxwell. Edited by Joel C. Elowsky. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2013–

Leviticus • Eximii patris Cyrilli Alexandrini commentarii in Leuiticam. [Paris: Wolfgang Hopyl], 1514 (spurious)

Damascenus (John of Damascus)

Collected works • Iωαννoυ Toυ Δαμασκηνoυ Eργα … Ioannis Damasceni Opera Omnia … Item, Ioannis Cassiani eremitae non prorsus Dissimilis Argvmenti Libri Aliqvot. Basel: [Sixtus & Sebastian Henricpetri, 1575]

De haeres. • De haeresibus (PG 94) • On Heresies (FC 37)

Orth. fid. • Expositio fidei orthodoxae (PG 94) • Exposition of the Orthodox Faith (NPNF2 9)

Decretal. See Ius canonicum

Gratianus de Clusio, Decreta scriptorum ecclesiasticorum, conciliorum, et Romanorum pontificum. Lyon: Guillaume Rouillé, 1555

Or: Gratianus de Clusio, Decretorum collectanea ex varia copiosáque scriptorum ecclesiasticorum, tum vetustate, cùm eruditione vitaeque sanctimonia maximè insignium, receptorum videlicet, Pontificum item Romanorum, Conciliorum oecumenicorum denique supellectile … in gratiam rei ecclesiasticae concinnata, ac suis classibus distincta. [Paris]: Claude Chevallon Witwe, Guillaume Desbois, & Charles Guillard, 1552

Demosthenes

Orat. 1 cont. Aristog. • Contra Aristogeiton (LCL 299) • Against Aristogeiton (LCL 299)

Diodorus Siculus

Bιβλιoθηκης Iστoρικης βιβλία πεντε-καί-δεκας ἐκ τ τεσσαράκoντα: Bibliothecae Historicae Libri XV, De XL. Hanau, 1604; Diodori bibliothecae historiae libri VI; accessit Taciti de situ moribus et populis Germaniae libellus. Venice: Tommaso de Blavi, 1481 • The Library of History (LCL 279, 303, 340, 375, 384, 399, 389, 422, 377, 390, 409, 423)

Disput. Giessens.

Johannes Winckelmann and Balthasar Mentzer, eds. Disputationum Theologicarum, De Praecipuis Horum Temporum Controversiis, in Academia Giessena publicè habitarum, Tomus II. [–VII.]. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel, 1609–20

Drusius, Johannes

Observat. • Observationum Sacrarum Libri XVI., quorum duodecim anteà editi, sed nunc primùm renovati: reliqui quatuor plane novi prodeunt. Franekerae: Radaeus, 1594

Duarenus, Franciscus (François Douaren)

Comm. • Omnia Qvae Qvidem Hactenvs Edita Fvervnt Opera: Non Tantvm Plvrimis In Digesta seu Pandectas, & Codicem Commentariis, ac methodicis expositionibus, tam quae ab ipsomet auctore in lucem datae, quam quae post eius excessum, vel inter eius membranas, & in Bibliotheca sunt repertae, vel ab eius intimis familiaribus exhibitae, quas eo exceperant dictante, illustrata … Hoc vnico tandem comprehensa volumine; Cum Indicibus titulorum, nec non rerum & verborum, locupletissimis. Edited by Nicolaus Cisner. Frankfurt: Marnius & Aubrius, 1607

De sacris eccles. ministeriis • De sacris ecclesiae ministeriis ac beneficiis libri VIII: in quibus quicquid ad plenam iuris pontificij cognitionem necessarium est breuiter ac dilucidè explicatum continetur; item, Pro libertate ecclesiae Gallicae aduersus Romanam Aulam defensio Parisiensis Curiae. Parisiis: Apud Andream Wechelum, 1557

Durandus, Guilelmus

De modo concilii generalis celebrandi • Tract. de modo generalis concilii celebrandi. Parisiis, 1545 Rationale divinorum officiorum. Lugdun., 1605

Durandus de Sancto Porciano (Durand of Saint Pourçain)

Sent. • In Petri Lombardi sententias theologicas commentarium libri IV. Venetiis: Ex typogr. Guerraea, 1571

Eginhardus (Einhard)

Vita Caroli M. • “Caroli Magni vita et gesta,” in Annales regum Francorum, Pipini, Caroli Magni et Lodovici ab anno 741 usque ad annum 829. Coloniae, 1562

Epiphanius of Salamis

Adv. haeres. • Contra Octoaginta Haereses Opvs, Panarivm, Sive Arcvla, Avt Capsula Medica appellatum. Basel: Robert Winter, 1543 (PG 41–42) • The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis. Translated by Frank Williams. Leiden: Brill, 1987, 1994

Compend. verae doctrinae • See Adv. haeres.

De duod. lapidibus Aaronis

Haer. • See Adv. haeres.

Erasmus, Desiderius

1 Corinthians • See Apostolic Epistles

1 Peter • See Apostolic Epistles

Apostolic Epistles • In Epistolas Apostolicas Paraphrasis. Lyon: Sébastian Gryphius, 1544 • Paraphrases on Romans and Galatians. Edited by Robert D. Sider. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1984; Paraphrases on the Epistles to the Corinthians, the Epistles to the Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Thessalonians (CWE 43); Paraphrases on the Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, the Epistles of Peter and Jude, the Epistles of James, the Epistle of John, the Epistle to the Hebrews (CWE 44)

Catech. • Catechismum, id est, symboli apostolorum, decalogi praeceptorum, et orationis dominicae explanationem. 1556

Symb. catech. • See Catech.

Erphordiensis

Euripides

Collected works • Tragoedia hecuba. Leipzig: Georg Hantzsch, 1555; Tραγωδιαι κτωκάιδεκα … Tragoediae octodecim. Frankfurt am Main, s.d.

Eusebius of Caesarea (Eusebius Pamphili)

Collected works • Historiae Ecclesiasticae Scriptores Graeci, Nempe, Eusebii, cognomento Pamphili, Caesareae Palaestinae Episcopi, historiae Ecclesiasticae libri X; Eiusdem de vita Constantini Magni lib. IV. Constantini Magni oratis ad sanctorum coetum Eiusdem Eusebii oratio in laudem Constantini Magni … Nunc primùm Graecè in lucem missa. Socratis Scholastici Constantinopolitani historiae Eccles. lib. VII. Theodoriti Cyrensis Episcopi lib. V. Theodori Lectoris collectaneorum lib. II. Hermiae Sozomeni Salaminij lib. IX. Euagrij Scholastici Epiphanensis lib. VI. Graecolatine nunc primùm editi, ex interpretatione Joannis Christophorsoni. Coloniae Altobrogum, 1612

De praeparat. evang. • De Evangelica praeparatione [Venice: Ottaviano Scoto II., 1500] (PG 21) • Preparation for the Gospel. Translated by Edwin Hamilton Gifford. Oxford: Clarendon, 1903

De vita Constantini • De vita Constantini (PG 20; GCS 7) • The Life of Constantine (NPNF2 1)

Hist. • Eusebii Pamphili, Ruffini, Socratis, Theodoriti, Sozomeni, Theodori, Evagrii, et Dorothei ecclesiastica historia, sex propè seculorum res gestas complectens … chronographia insuper & lectionis sacrae historiae luculenta methodo exornata. Basel: Episcopius, 1570; Eusebii Pamphili Episcopi Caesariae Palaestinae, Ecclesiasticae historiae lib. X, Wolfgango Musculo interprete. Basel: Froben et Episcopius, 1557; Historiae Ecclesiasticae libri decem, partim Ruffino in nouem prioribus libris, partim Ioanne Christophorsono, libri ultimi, interpret. Basileae: Petrinus, 1579 (GCS 9) • The Ecclesiastical History (FC 19)

Vita Const. • See De vita Constantini

Euthymius Zigabeni

Elench. Ismaëlit. • Saracenica, siue Moamethica: In Qvibvs Ismaeliticae seu Moamethicae sectae praecipuorum dogmatum Elenchus. Heidelberg: H. Commelinus, 1595

Fabronius, Hermann

Antiq. fides Cattorum • Antiqua Fides Cattorum: Das ist, Vom alten glauben der Hessen. Cassel: Wessel, 1607

Fagius, Paul

Chaldaic paraphrase • Thargum, hoc est, paraphrasis Onkeli Chaldaica in Sacra Biblia. Argentorati: Machaeropoeus, 1546

Deuteronomy • Die fünff Bücher Mosis sampt dem Hohenlied Salomonis, Ruth, Claglied Hieremie, Prediger Salomonis, vnd Esther: auch der Juden Evangelien, die sie Haphtaroth nennen … auß hebraischer Sprach nach jüdischer Art, von Wort zu Wort ins Teutsch verdolmetschet, und mit hebraischer Schrifft … gedruckt. Costenz: [Paul Fagius & Jakob Froschesser], 1544 [?]

Exodus • Die fünff Bücher Mosis sampt dem Hohenlied Salomonis, Ruth, Claglied Hieremie, Prediger Salomonis, vnd Esther: auch der Juden Evangelien, die sie Haphtaroth nennen … auß hebraischer Sprach nach jüdischer Art, von Wort zu Wort ins Teutsch verdolmetschet, und mit hebraischer Schrifft … gedruckt. Costenz: [Paul Fagius & Jakob Froschesser], 1544

Fallopius, Gabriel

Opera omnia, in unum congesta, in medicinae studiosorum gratiam excusa. Francofurti: Wechel, 1606

Ferus, Johannes (Johannes Wild)

Acts • Enarrationes breues & dilucidae in acta apostolorum: euangelicae veritati atque catholicae ac orthodoxae religioni conson. doctrinam continentes. Coloniae: Apud Haeredes Arnoldi Birckmanni, 1567

Feuardentius (François Feuardent)

homilies • Beati Job, Patriarchae, Prophetae, Et Martyris Historia, Viginti Et Quinque Homiliis … explicata. Quatuor quoque Disputationes eius, cum Amicis Antagonistis … Adjecta est etiam orthodoxa … censura eiusdem S. P. Ephraem de praecipuis fidei Christianae Capitibus hoc saeculo controversis. Parisiis: Claudius Chappelet, 1606

Fincelius, Jobus (Hiob Fincel)

De miraculis sui temporis • Wunderzeychen: Gründtliche Verzeichnus, schrecklicher Wunderzeychen vnnd Geschichten. [Franckfurdt am Mayn: bey Weygand Hanen Erben, s.d.]

Fonseca, Antonius

commentary of Cajetan on Deuteronomy • See Cajetan, Thomas, Deuteronomy

Förster, Johann

Decalogue • Tres Decades Problematum Theologicorum, Partim θεωρητικῶν; partim πρακτικῶν, Ex Decalogo, novem disputationibus breviter ac perspicuè explicata ac ventilata. Wittenberg: Johann Gormann, 1610

Lexicon • Dictionarium Hebraicum novum. Basileae: Froben, 1564

Thes. catech. • Thesaurus Catecheticus, Sive Decades Duae De Viginti Problematum Partim Ωεωρητικων: partim πρακτικῶν: Ex quinque Catecheseως Lutheranae partibus, Distinctis disputationum exercitijs explicatae atque ventilatae. Wittenberg: Johann Gormann, 1614

Funccius, Johannes (Johann Funck)

Chronolog. • Chronologia: Hoc est, Omnivm Temporvm Et Annorvm Ab Initio Mvndi, Vsqve Ad Annvm A Nato Christo M.D.LII. in prima editione ab autore deducta: Post ab eodem recognita, aucta, & in annum 1566. Indeque tandem ab alijs in hunc vsque annum praesentem 1578. producta Compvtatio. Wittenberg: Matthäus Welack, 1578

Galatinus, Petrus (Pietro Galatino)

Arcan. • De arcanis catholicae veritatis. [Hanau]: Wechelus, 1603

Gallasius, Nicolaus (Nicolas des Gallars)

Annot. • Annotations in Irenaeus, Libri quinque Aduersus portentosas haereses Valentini & aliorum, accuratius quam antehac emendati, additis Graecis quae reperiri potuerunt. Geneva: Le Preux et Parvus, 1570

Gentilis, Albericus

De nupt. • Dispvtationvm de nuptiis libri septem. Editio secunda priori correctior. Hanover: Antonius, 1614

Gentilis, Scipio

De jurisd. • De Jvrisdictione Libri III. Frankfurt: Marnius, 1613

Gentillet, Innocent (Innocentius Gentilletus)

Apol. pro Christ. Gall. • Apologia Pro Christianis Gallis Religionis Evangeliae, seu Reformatae. [Geneva:] Iacobus Stoer, 1588 • An Apology or Defence for the Christians of Fraunce which Are of the Euangelicall or Reformed Religion. Translated by Jerome Bowes. Aldersgate: John Day, 1579

Gerson, Jean

Collected works • Prima [–quarta] pars [operum] Joannis Gersonis. Paris: Jean Petit & François Regnault, 1521 (Palémon Glorieux, ed. Jean Gerson Oeuvres Complètes. 10 vols. [Paris: Desclée & Cie, 1960–73])

De consol. theol. • De consolatione theologiae (Glorieux, Oeuvres 9)

Declaration. defectuum ecclesiasticorum • Tractatuli domini Johannis Gerson doctoris christianissimi: Continens: de statibus ecclesiasticis, Sermo de signis ruine ecclesie, Declaratio defectuum virorum ecclesiasticorum, De modo vivendi omnium fidelium. Memmingen, 1502

Magnificat • Collectorium super Magnificat. [Köln]: N[ikolaus] G[ötz], [ca. 1475] (Glorieux, Oeuvres 8)

Reg. moral. • Regulae Morales. Parisii: Petit, 1514 (Glorieux, Oeuvres 9)

Gerundensis, Moses

Glossa

Gesner, Salomon

Genesis • Genesis Sive Primus Liber Moysis, Disputationibus XXXVIII. breviter comprehensus, & collatis diversorum inter se Patrum sententijs, orthodoxè explicatus, ut praecipuae quaestiones distinctè sint tractatae & declaratae. Wittenberg: Zacharias Schürer, 1604

Gloss. interlin.

Biblia latina cum Glossis, interlineari et ordinaria, Nic. Lyrani Postilla et Moralitatibus, Burgensis additionibus et Thoringi Replicis. Lugduni, 1545

Glossa. See Glossa ordin.

Glossa ordin.

Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Cum Nicolai de lyra postilla, Cum moralitatibus eiusdem, Cum Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Cum Matthie Thoring replicis Prima [–Sexta] pars. [Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]

Gomez, Antonio

Variar. resol. • Commentariorum variarumque resolutionum iuris civilis, communis et regii. Frankfurt, 1597

Gothofredus, Dionysius

Notis ad Festum • Notæ Dionysii Gothofredi J.C. ad Varronem, Festum, & Nonium. In Auctores Latinae linguae in unum redacti corpus. [Geneva]: Laemarius, 1595

Gratian (Gratianus de Clusio)

Decret. • See Ius canonicum

Gregorius de Valentia. See Valentia, Gregorius de

Gregorius Tolosanus, Petrus (Pierre Grégoire)

Syntag. • Syntagma iuris universi, atque legum pene omnium gentium, et rerum publicarum praecipuarum. Aureliae Allobrogum: Albert, 1611

Gregory of Nyssa

Collected works • Opera. Basel: Episcopius, 1571 (PG 44–46)

De creat. hominis

Song of Songs • Commentarius in Canticum Canticorum (PG 44) • Commentary on the Song of Songs. Translated by Casimir McCambley. Brookline, MA: Hellenic College Press, 1987

Gregory of Rimini (Gregorius Ariminensis; de Arimino)

Sent. • Lectura Super primum et secundum librum sententiarum. 1522; repr., St. Bonaventure, NY: Franciscan Institute, 1955

Gregory of Tours (Gregorius Turonensis)

Histor. • Historiae Francorvm Libri Decem. Basel: Perna, 1568 (PL 71)

Gregory the Great

Collected works • Opera … In Tomos Sex Distributa. Paris, 1605

Ezekiel • Homiliarum in Ezechielum prophetam libri duo (PL 76) • The Homilies of St. Gregory the Great on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel, trans. Theodosia Gray. Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 1990

Job • Expositio in Librum Job, sive Moralium libri XXV (PL 75) • Morals on the Book of Job (LFC 18, 21, 23, 31)

Letters • Registrum epistularum (PL 77, 84) • (NPNF2 12)

Moral. • Expositio in Librum Job, sive Moralium libri XXV (PL 75) • Morals on the Book of Job (LFC 18, 21, 23, 31)

Pastorale • Regulae Pastoralis Liber (PL 77) • The Book of Pastoral Rule (NPNF2 12)

Gualterus (Rudolf Gwalther)

Mark • Homiliae in Evangelia dominicalia. 2 vols. Lugduni Batavorum, 1585

Gualtperius, Otho

Nota • Sylloge Vocum Exoticarum, h.e., Hebræarum, Syro-chaldaicarum, Persicarum, Latinarum, & Latinis respondentium, Quae habetur in contextu Græco Testamenti Novi. Wittenberg: Selfisch, 1608 [?]

Hananeel

Gorionidi

Helvicus, Christophorus (Christoph Helwich)

Disp. Giss. • See Disput. Giessens.

Epelenchus, sive appendix III. elenchorum Judaicorum, continens refutationem exceptionum et argumentorum, quae a Judaeis contra adventum Messiae afferri solent. Gießen: Kaspar Chemlin, 1613

Giss. disp. • See Disput. Giessens.

Hemmingius, Nicolaus (Niels Hemmingsen)

Catech. • Catechismi Qvaestiones Concinnatae. [Leipzig:] Voegel, [ca. 1560]

Enchirid. • Enchiridion Theologicvm, Praecipva Verae Religionis Capita Breviter Et Simpliciter Explicata. Wittenberg: Crato, 1568

John • Commentariorum in sacrosanctum domini nostri Jesu Christi Evangelium secundum Johannem. Basil: Conrad Waldkirch, 1591

Henricus Gandavensis (Henrik Goethals, Henricus a Gandavo)

Quodlibet. • Quodlibeta magistri Henrici Goethals a Gandauo. Paris, 1518

Herodotus

Historiae (LCL 117–120) • The Persian Wars (LCL 117–120)

Hesselius, Joannes (Johann Hessels)

Catech. • Catechismus, solidam et orthodoxam explicationem continens Symboli Apostolici, Orationis Dominicae et Salutationis Angelicae Decalogi: Sacramentorum Baptismi, Confirmationis et Eucharistiae. Lovanii, 1571

Hesychius of Jerusalem

Leviticus • [In Leviticum libri septem]. Basel: Andreas Cratander, 1527 (PG 93)

Hilary of Poitiers (Hilarius Pictaviensis)

Collected works • Lvcvbrationes Qvotqvot Extant Olim Per Des. Erasmvm Roterod. haud mediocribus sudoribus emendatae, nunc denuò uigilantissimè & ad plura exemplaria per D. Martinum Lypsium collatae & recognitae. Basel: Episcopius, 1570 (PL 9–10)

Psalms • Commentarii in Psalmos (CSEL 22) • Commentary on the Psalms (abridged, NPNF2 9)

Hincmar of Reims (Hincmarus Remensis)

Cont. Episc. Laudunensem • Opuscula Et Epistolae Quae Spectant Ad Causam Hincmari Laudunensis (PL 126)

Historia Augusta

Historia Augusta (LCL 139–40, 263) • The Augustan History (LCL 139–140, 263)

Holcottus, Robertus (Robert Holkot)

Wisdom • 213 praelectiones super librum sapientiae, quibus adiectus est moralium explicationum liber unus. 1586

Horace

Carmina • Carmina (LCL 33)

Hugh of St. Cher (Hugo de Sancto Caro)

Exodus • See Postill.

Leviticus • See Postill.

Pentateuch • See Postill.

Postill. • Opus continens textum bibliae, cum postilla. Paris: Parvus, Poncet Le Preux, Girault ac Mace, 1539

Hunnius, Aegidius

Collected works • Tomvs Primus [–Quintus] Opervm Latinorvm. Wittenberg: Georg Müller, 1607

Catech. • Catechismus Oder Kinderlehre. Von den Hauptpuncten Christlicher Religion, Als da sind: Die Heiligen Zehen Gebot, Artickel des Apostolischen Glaubens, Das Gebot Christi, Tauff und Abendtmal. Magdeburg: Francke, 1606

Genesis • See QQ. on Genesis

QQ. on Genesis • Praelectiones in Viginti et Vnum priora capita Geneseos. Quibus intricatissma quaeque in textu Mosis obvia sub quaestionum et responsionum forma diligenter explicantur: multae apparentes antilogiae dissoluuntur: non pauca etiam, quae ad controuersiarum explicationem pertinent, suis locis opportunis inseruntur et euoluuntur; ac singulorum Capitum Enarrationi suae subiiciuntur doctrinae. Marburg: Paul Egenolff, 1595

Hyperius, Andreas

Opusc. theol. • Varia Opvscvla Theologica, in totius Christianae Reipublicae utilitatem conscripta. Basel, 1570–71

Ignatius of Antioch

Letter 3 ad Magnesianos • (Joseph Barber Lightfoot and J. R. Harmer, eds. The Apostolic Fathers. London: Macmillan, 1893) • Epistle to the Magnesians (ACW 1)

Irenaeus

Advers. haeres. • Libri quinque Aduersus portentosas haereses Valentini & aliorum, accuratius quàm antehac emendati, additis Graecis quae reperiri potuerunt. Geneva: Jean LePreux & Jean Petit, 1570; Adversus haereses (PG 7) • Against Heresies (ANF 1)

Isidore of Pelusium (Isidorus Pelusiota)

Letters • Eἰς τν ρμενείαν τῆς θείας γραῆς ’Eπιστoλων Bιβλια Tεσσαρα … De interpretatione diuinae Scripturae Epistolarum Libri IV. Edited by Konrad Rittershausen. [Heidelberg]: Commelinus, 1606 (PG 78, 84)

Isidore of Seville (Isidorus Hispalensis)

Exodus • Mysticorum Expositiones Sacramentorum Seu Quaestiones In Vetus Testamentum (PL 83) [?]

Ius canonicum

Friedberg edition • Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. 2 vols. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Gregorian edition • Decretvm Gratiani Emendatvm Et Notationibvs Illvstratvm Vnà cum glossis, Gregorii XIII. Pont. Max. iussu editum. Romae: In Aedibus Populi Romani, 1582; Decretales D. Gregorii Papae IX. Svae Integritati Vna Cvm Glossis Restitvtae. Cum priuilegio Gregorii XIII. Pont. Max. & aliorum Principum. Romae: In aedibus Populi Romani, 1582

De consecr. • “Decretum Gratiani, tertia pars,” in Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. 2 vols. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959. Volume 1, colimns 1293–424

Decret. • Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Volume 1. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Ext. • “Decretales Gregorii IX” (sometimes called “Liber Extra”), in “Decretum Gratiani, tertia pars,” in Aemilius Friedberg, ed. Corpus Iuris Canonici, editio Lipsiensis secunda. Volume 2. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1959

Jansenius, Cornelius (Cornelius Jansen, 1510–76)

Concord. evang. • Commentariorum in suam Concordiam, ac totam Historiam Euangelicam Partes IIII. Lyon: Pierre Landry, 1606 • The Consent of the Foure Euangelists. London, 1596

Jarchi, Salomon

1 Samuel • R[abbi] Salomonis Jarchi Commentarius Hebraicus in Librr. Josuae, Judicum, Ruth, Samuelis, Regum, Chronicorum, Esrae, Nehemiae et Estherae, item in Salomonis Proverbia, Ecclesiasten et Canticum Canticorum, Latine versus. Gotha: Reyher, 1714

Exodus • R[abbi] Salomonis Jarchi Commentarius Hebraicus In Pentateuchum Mosis. Gotha: Reyher, 1710

Haggai • R[abbi] Salomonis Jarchi, Rashi dicti, Commentarius Hebraicus in prophetas maiores et minores ut et in Hiobum et Psalmos: Latine versus, cum duobus vetustissimis codicibus MStis membranaceis collatus, multis in locis auctus & emendatus atque notis criticis & philologicis illustratus. Gotha: Reyher, 1713

Jerome (Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus)

Collected works • Opera omnia, quae extant. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1616; Operum, tomi I. II. III. continentes … epistolas, et libros contra haereticos; ex antiqvissimis exemplaribvs, opera, ac stvdio Mariani Victorii … emendati, argvmentis et scholiis illvstrati. Cologne: Anton Hierat, 1616 (PL 22–30)

Ad Pammach. • See Letters

Ad Paulin. • See Letters

Bible translation • Biblia sacra iuxta vulgatam versionem. Edited by Robert Weber. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994

Contra Jovin. • Adversus Iovinianum (PL 23) • Against Jovinianus (NPNF2 6)

Contra Pelagianos • Dialogi contra Pelagianos libri iii (PL 23) • Against the Pelagians (NPNF2 6)

Dial. adversus Pelag. • See Contra Pelagianos

Ecclesiastes • Commentarius in Ecclesiasten (CCSL 72)

Ephesians • See Pauline Epistles

Epitaph. Fabiolae • See Letter 77

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Hosea • See Minor Prophets

Isaiah • Commentarii in Isaiam (CCSL 73–73A)

Jeremiah • In Hieremiam prophetam l. vi (CCSL 74)

Letters • Epistolae (CSEL 54–56) • The Letters of St. Jerome (NPNF2 6)

Matthew • Commentarii in Euangelium Matthaei (PL 26) • Commentary on Matthew. Translated by T. P. Scheck. Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2008

Micah • See Minor Prophets

Minor Prophets • Commentarii in Prophetas minores (PL 25)

Pauline Epistles • Commentarii in IV epistulas Paulinas (ad Galatas, ad Ephesios, ad Titum, ad Philemonem) (CCSL 77C) • The Commentaries of Origen and Jerome on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians. Translated by Ronald E. Heine. New York: Oxford University Press, 2002

Q. ad Algasiam • See Letter 151

John Chrysostom. See Chrysostom

Josephus, Flavius

Antiq. Judaic. • Antiqvitatvm Ivdaicarvm Libri XX, Adiecta … Vita Iosephi per ipsum conscripta … De Bello Iudaico libri VII … Contra Apionem libri II. … De Imperio Rationis, siue De Machabaeis liber unus, à Des. Erasmo Roterodamo recognitus. Basel: Hieronymus Froben & Nikolaus Episcopius, 1548 • Jewish Antiquities (LCL 242)

Bell. Judaic. • Antiqvitatvm Ivdaicarvm Libri XX, Adiecta … Vita Iosephi per ipsum conscripta … De Bello Iudaico libri VII … Contra Apionem libri II. … De Imperio Rationis, siue De Machabaeis liber unus, à Des. Erasmo Roterodamo recognitus. Basel: Hieronymus Froben and Nikolaus Episcopius, 1548; Iστoρια Ioυδακoυ πoλεμoς πρoς Pωμαιoυς (LCL 203, 487, 210) • The Jewish War (LCL 203, 487, 210)

Josephus ben Gorion

Justin Martyr

Collected works • Tα Eυρισκoμενα … Opera Qvae Vndeqvaque Inveniri Potvervnt. [Heidelberg]: Hieronymus Commelinus, 1593

Apol. 2 • Apologia II (Basil Gildersleeve, ed. The Apologies of Justin Martyr. [New York, 1904]) • Second Apology (ANF 1)

Dial. cum Tryphone • Dialogus cum Tryphone (Georges Archambault, ed. Dialogue avec Tryphon. Paris, 1909) • Dialogue with Trypho (ANF 1)

QQ. et resp. ad orthod. • See Quaest. ad orthodox.

Quaest. ad orthodox. • Ps.-Justin, Quaestiones Graecorum ad Christianos (PG 6)

Quaest et resp. ad orthod. • See Quaest. ad orthodox.

Resp. ad. • See Quaest. ad orthodox.

Tryph. • See Dial. cum Tryphone

Justinian

Codex • See Corpus Iuris Civilis

rpus Iuris Civilis • See Corpus Iuris Civilis

Justinus, Marcus Junianus

Iustini Historia ex Trogo pompeio quattuor & triginta epithomatis collecta. Lucii Flori Epithomata quattuor quam cultissima in decem Titi Liuii decadas Sexti Ruffi … de Historia Romana opus. Paris: Jean Petit, [s.d.]

Keckermann, Bartholomäus

Curs. philos. • Cursus Philosophici Disputatio XXXIV. Quae est Politica Sexta De Aula Principis, Deque Eiusdem Reditibus; De Cura Principis Circa Mortem; Denique De Officio subditorum. Dantisci: Guillemothanus, 1608

Kimchi, David (David Kimhi)

2 Samuel

Exodus • Hamisa humse Tora … Quinque libri legis: Genesis, Exodus, Leuiticus, Numeri, Deuteronomium. Parisiis: ex officina Roberti Stephani, 1539–44

Haggai • Commentarii Rabbi Davidis Kimhi in Haggaevm, Zachariam & Malachiam prophetas, ex Hebraïco idiomate in Latinum sermonem traducti, interprete Thoma Nelo Anglo. Quibus avctarii loco accesser breues quaedam obseruationes in eosdem prophetas, partim ex Hieronymo, partim ex aliis probatae fidei authoribus decerptae. Parisiis: Apud Martinum Iuuenem, sub insigni D. Christophori, 1557; Duodecim Prophetae cum commentariis R. Dauid Kimhi, Hebraei doctissimi, à Francisco Vatablo Hebraicarum literarum professore Regio, accuratiss. emendatis, & locorum Scripturae passim citatae adnotatione illustratis. 1539

Judges • The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi on the Book of Judges. Toronto: Rabbi Dr. M. Celniker Book Committee, 1983

Lactantius, Lucius Caecilius Firminianus

Collected works • Opera, quae quidem exstant omnia. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1563

Div. instit. • Divinarvm Institvtionvm Libri VII. Antwerp: Christophe Plantin, 1587 (CSEL 19) • The Divine Institutes (ANF 7)

Instit. • See Div instit.

Lambertus Schaffnaburgensis (Lambertus Hersfeldensis)

“Chronici Lamberti Schafnaburgensis monachi … annales: Quibus, ab exordio primum nascentis Mundi breviter repetitâ memoriâ, regum, Principum ac Imperatorum, praesertim Germanorum a Caroli Magni tempore usque ad annum Millesimum Septuagesimum septimum res gestae, ut & aliarum memoratu dignißimarum rerum annotata continentu,” in Conradi a Liechtenaw abbatis Urspergensis chronicon absolutissimum a Nino Assyriorum rege usque ad tempora Friderici II. Imp. Quo omnes fere veteres, potissimum vero rerum Germanicarum et Gallorum historici continentur. Paraleipomena rerum memorabilium a Friderici II. usque ad Carlum V. Augustum, per studiosum historiam vinem candidum, magna diligentia et accuratione collecta. Accesserunt huic Editioni duorum antiquissimorum Historicorum Annales Rhegionis abb. Brumiensis et Lamberti Schaffenb. monnachi. Argentorati: Zetzner, 1609

Langius, Johannes

Epist. • Epistolarvm Medicinalivm Volvmen Tripartitvm. Hanoviae: Marnius & Aubrius, 1605

Laurentius

Anatom.

Lazius, Wolfgang

Geneal. Austriac. • Commentariorum in Genealogiam Austriacam libri duo. Basel: Oporinus & Espicopius, 1564

Letter ad Theodos. et Valent. Impp. See Concil.

Lex Fabia

Codex 9.20, in Paulus Krueger, ed. Corpus Iuris Civilis. Volume 2: Codex Iustinianus, editio stereotypa octava. Berolini: apud Weidmannos, 1906, p. 381

Lex Julia. See Corpus Iuris Civilis, “Codex” and “ff.”

Leyser, Polycarp

Genesis 38 • Josephus …, hoc est, Theologica expositio sextae et ultimae partis Geneseos, continens historiam vitae, humiliationis & exaltationis Josephi, sexti Patriarchae, Principis Aegypti. Lipsiae: Lambergus, 1609

Lobechius, David

Disp. 18 in Aug. Confess. • Dispvtationes Theologicae XXX. Articvlorvm Avgvstanae Confessionis νάλυσιν complectens & Orthodoxam Ecclesiarum Euangelicarum doctrinam ντιθέσιν Heterodoxae illustratam explicantes. Rostock: Stephan Möllemann, 1599

Lombard. See Peter Lombard

Luther, Martin

Collected works (Eisleben edition) • Der Erste [und Ander] Theil der Bücher/Schrifften/vnd Predigten des Ehrwirdigen Herrn/D. Martin Luthers deren viel weder in den Wittenbergischen noch Jhenischen Tomis zufinden/vnd doch von dem Tewern Man Gottes/zum teil im Druck ausgangen/vnd sonst geschrieben vnd geprediget worden sind. Eisleben, 1564–65

Collected works (Jena edition) • Der Erste [–achte] Teil aller Bücher vnd Schrifften des thewren, seligen Mans Doct. Mart. Lutheri. Jena: Donatus Richtzenhain, 1560–62; Tobias Steinmann, 1598–1615; Tomvs Primvs [–Qvartvs] Omnivm Opervm Reverendi Patris D. M. L. Jena: Donatus Richtzenhain, 1564–70; Tobias Steinmann, 1600–1611

Collected works (Wittenberg edition) • Der ander [–Fünffte, Siebend] Teil der Bücher des … Martini Lutheri. Wittenberg: Hans Lufft, 1548–54; Tomus primus [–septimus] omnium operum reverendi Domini Martini Lutheri, Doctoris Theologiae. Witebergae, 1545–58

Bible • Biblia Das ist: Die gantze heilige Schrifft. Wittenberg: Johann Schwertel, 1575; Anmerkungen und Erläuterungen zur Deutschen Bibel (WA DB 6–12)

Decem praecepta Wittenbergensi praedicata populo • Decem praecepta Wittenbergensi praedicata populo, 1518 (WA 1:398–521)

Die Auslegung über die zehn Gebote • Predigten über das 2. Buch Mose, 1524–27 (WA 16) • Sermons on Exodus (AE 62–63)

Deuteronomy • Vorlesung über 5. Mose (WA 14) • Lectures on Deuteronomy (AE 9)

Enarr. 2. praecepti

Enarr. Psalm 51 • Enarratio Psalmorum LI “Miserere mei Deus” et CXXX “De profundis clamavi” (WA 40/2:315–470) • Commentary on Psalm 51 (AE 12)

Galatians • In epistolam S. Pauli ad Galatas commentarius, ex praelectione D. M. Lutheri collectus, 1535 (WA 40/1; 40/2) • Lectures on Galatians (AE 26–27)

Genesis • Enarratio in Genesin, 1535–45 (WA 42–44) • Lectures on Genesis (AE 1–8)

Large Catechism • Der große Katechismus, Deutsch, 1529 (Triglotta, 565–773) • Large Catechism (Concordia, 351–40)

Praefat. in libros V. T. • Praefatio Martini Lutheri in Vetus Testamentum, 1529 (WA DB 5:9–10) • Preface to the Old Testament (AE 35:245–46)

Luther, Martin, cont.

Small Catechism • Enchiridion: Der kleine Katechismus D. Martini Lutheri für die gemeinen Pfarrherren und Prediger, 1529 (Triglotta, 531–63) • Small Catechism (Concordia, 313–48)

Tract. de recte docendo Moyse • Unterrichtung, wie sich die Christen in Mosen sollen schicken, 1526 (WA 16) • How Christians Should Regard Moses (AE 35)

Wider die himmlischen Propheten • Wider die himmlischen Propheten, von den Bildern und Sacrament, 1525 (WA 18) • Against the Heavenly Prophets (AE 40)

Lyra, Nicolaus of

commentary • Textus biblie: Cum glosa ordinaria, Cum Nicolai de lyra postilla, Cum moralitatibus eiusdem, Cum Pauli Burgensis additionibus, Cum Matthie Thoring replicis Prima [–Sexta] pars. [Basil: Johann Amerbach, 1508]

Acts • See commentary

Exodus • See commentary

Genesis • See commentary

Lyranus. See Lyra, Nicolaus of

Macarius the Egyptian

Homilies • Homiliae spirituales quinquaginta. De integritate, quae decet Christianos. Cunctis, quibus animae salus revera curae est, tum propter insignem pietatis doctrinam, tum propter similium frequentiam, maxime utiles ac necessariae. Frankfurt am Main: Nikolaus Basse, 1594

Macrobius, Ambrosius Theodosius

Saturnal. • In Somnium Scipionis, Lib. II. Saturnaliorum, Lib. VII. Lyon: Sébastien Gryphius, 1556

Maldonatus, Ioannes (Juan de Maldonado)

Summa • Summula, Quaestiones casuum conscientiae difficillimas in se complectens. Coloniae: Honthemius, 1604

Marius, Hieronymus

Eusebius captivus • Eusebius captivus sive modus procedendi in curia romana contra evangelicos. Zürich: Christoph. Pezelius, 1597

Marsilius de Ingen

Sent. • Quaestiones Marsilii super quattuor libros Sententiarum. Straßburg, 1501; reprint, Frankfurt am Main, 1966

Martial

Epigrammata (LCL 94–95, 480) • Epigrams (LCL 94–95, 480)

Martyr, Peter. See Vermigli, Peter Martyr

Massecheth Yoma. See Talmud, Massecheth Yoma

Matthaeus, Antonius

Disputatio Iuridica De Furto. Marpurgi Cattorum: Hutwelckerus, 1609

Matthew of Paris (Matthaeus Parisiensis)

1260 • Matthaei Paris, Monachi Albanensis, Angli, Historia Maior, à Guilielmo Conquaestore, ad ultimum annum Henrici tertii. Tigvri: Froschoverus, 1589

Meelführer, Johann (Mehlfurerus)

Vindic. • Vindiciarum Evangelicarum Sive Disputationum Ex Evangeliis Anniversariis Contra Errores Et corruptelas Adversariorum. Noribergae: Simon Halbmayerus, 1617–20

Meisner, Balthasar

Philos. • Philosophia sobria, hoc est: Pia consideratio quaestionum philosophicarum, in controversiis theologicis, quas Calviniani moverunt Orthodoxis, subinde occurrentium. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel, 1611

Refut. Socini • Brevis consideratio theologiae photinianae. Wittenberg: Kaspar Heyden, 1623

Melanchthon, Philipp

Collected works • Omnivm Opervm … Pars Prima [–Secvnda]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1562; Opervm … Pars Tertia [–Qvarta]. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1563–64

De eucharist.

men of Kassel. See Fabronius, Hermann

Mentzer, Balthasar

Antipist. • See Disp. Anti-Pistor.

Disp. • Johannes Winckelmann and Balthasar Mentzer, eds. Disputationum Theologicarum, De Praecipuis Horum Temporum Controversiis, in Academia Giessena publicè habitarum, Tomus II. [–VII.]. Giessen: Nikolaus Hampel, 1609–20

Disp. Anti-Pistor. • Disputationes theologicae et scholasticae XIV. Conscriptae et habitae à Balthasare Mentzero … in Academia Marpurgensi: et oppositae totidem capitibus libri à Johanne Pistorio nuper emissi: cui titulum fecit: Wegweiser für alle verführte Christen. Marpurgi Cattorum: Egenolph, 1600

Giss. disp. • See Disp.

Mercerus, Joannes (Jean Mercier)

Genesis • In Genesin Primvm Mosis Librvm, Sic A Graecis Appellatum, Commentarius. Geneva: Mathieu Berjon, 1598

Midrash Ele Haddebarim

Minucius Felix

Octavius • Octavius (CSEL 2) • Octavius (FC 10)

Missale Romanum

Missale Romanum ex decreto sacrosancti Concilii Tridentini restitutum. Antverpia: Plantinus, 1576

Molanus, Joannes

Pract. theol. • Theologiae practicae compendium, par conclusiones in quinque tractatus digestum. Coloniae: Arnoldus Mylius, 1590

Morton, Thomas

Apol. cathol. • Apologiae Catholicae libri duo. London: John Norton, 1606

Munsterus, Sebastianus (Sebastian Münster)

Bible • Hebraica Biblia Latina Planeqve Nova … tralatione, post omneis omnium hactenus ubiuis gentium aeditiones euulgata, & quoad fieri potuit, hebraicae ueritati conformata: adiectis insuper è Rabinorum commentarijs annotationibus haud poenitendis, pulchre & uoces ambiguas, & obscuriora quaeque elucidantibus. Prior Hic Tomvs Habet Mosaicos libros quinque Iehosuam Iudicum Samuelis lib. duos Regum lib. duos. Basel: Michael Isengrin & Heinrich Petri, 1534

Evangelium Hebraicum secundum Matthaeum • Evangelivm Secvndvm Matthaevm In Lingva Hebraica, Cvm Versione Latina … Vnà cum Epistola D. Pauli ad Hebraeos, Hebraicè & Latinè. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1557

Exodus • See Bible

Leviticus • See Bible

Musculus, Wolfgang

Loci • Loci communes theologiae sacrae. Basel: Sebastian Henricpetri, 1599

Mutius

Nannius Lovaniensis. See Athanasius, Collected works

Nauclerus, Johannes

Chron. • Chronica D. Johannis Navcleri Praepositi Tvbingensis: Svccinctim Compraehendentia Res Memorabiles Secvlorvm Omnivm Ac Gentivm, Ab initio Mundi usque ad annum Christi nati M.CCCCC. Coloniae: Quentelius, 1614

Supplementum • See Chron.

Nazianzen, Gregory (Gregory of Nazianzus)

Collected works • Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni … Opera … Graecè & Latinè coniunctim edita … Jac. Billivs … contulit, emendauit, interpretatus est, una cum doctißimis Graecorum Nicetae Serronij, Pselli, Nonij, & Eliae Cretensis commentariis. Aucta est haec editio aliquammultis … Gregorij Epistolis … ex interpretatione Fed. Morelli. Paris: Claude Morel, 1609

Carm. • Carmina (PG 37)

De theol. • Orationes theologicae (PG 36) • Theological Orations (NPNF2 7)

Orat. εἰς γενέθλ.

Orat. funebri de fratre Caesar. • Oratio 7, Funebris in laudem Caesarii fratris, superstitibus adhuc parentibus (PG 35) • Oration 7: Panegyric on His Brother S. Caesarius (NPNF2 7)

neo-Marburgers

Resp. suo Apolog.

Nicephorus Callistos Xanthopulus

Histor. eccles. • Ecclesiasticae historiae. Frankfurt am Main: Sigmund Feyerabend, 1588 (PG 145–147)

Nicholas of Cusa

Nicolai, Philipp

Commentariorum De Regno Christi, Vaticiniis Propheticis Et Apostolicis Accommodatorum, Libri Duo, Quorum Prior Hodiernam Ecclesiae Christi Amplitudinem propagationemque per omnes terras admirabilem describit, & oracula scripturarum de Iudaeorum & gentium, tum porro de duorum Antichristorum Gogi & Filij perditionis, aliorumque hostium veritatis, truculenta rabie, & istorum repressione partim completa, & partim adhuc futura, significanter explanat. Alter Tempora Ecclesiae Novi Testamenti In Ezechiele, Daniele & Apocalypsi reuelata, calculo accuratissimo supputat, & quid de Ecclesiasticorum certaminum motuumque politicorum euentu & exitu futuro expectandum sit, liquidissime commonstrat. Frankfurt am Main: Johann Spieß, 1597

Nicolaus de Orbellis

Sent. • Super Sententias Compendium singulare. Paris: Regnault, 1517

Nilus of Ancyra

Gnom. • Sententiae (PG 79)

Nonnus Panopolitanus

John • Paraphrasis in Iohannem (PG 43)

Oecolampadius, Johannes

De confessione auric. • De Confessione Secreta. Basileae: Cratander, 1525

Onkelos. See Targum

Onuphrius. See Panvinius, Onuphrius

Oribasius

Collectaneorum Medic. • Collectaneorvm Artis Medicae liber. Paris: Morellius, 1556

Orichonius, Stanislaus (Stanislaus Orzechowski)

De lege caelibat. • De lege coelibatus contra Syricium in concilio habita oratio. Basel: Ioannis Oporini, 1551

Origen

Collected works • Opera … omnia … Cum Vita Auctoris. Basel: Episcopius, 1571

Adversus Celsum • See Cont. Cels.

Cont. Cels. • Contra Celsum (GCS 2–3; SCH 132, 136, 147, 150, 227; PG 11) • Origen against Celsus (ANF 4); Contra Celsum. Translated by Henry Chadwick. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953

Exodus • In Exodum homiliae (GCS 29; SCH 16) • Homilies on Genesis and Exodus (FC 71)

Leviticus • In Leuiticum homiliae XVI (GCS 29) • Homilies on Leviticus (FC 83)

Numbers • In Numeros homiliae (GCS 30; SCH 29)

Psalms • Libri in Psalmos (PG 12)

Origen, cont.

Romans • In Epistulam ad Romanos (PG 14) • Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (FC 103–104)

Osiander, Andreas (1498–1552)

Coniecturae De Vltimis Temporibus, Ac De Fine Mundi, Ex Sacris literis. Nürnberg: Johann Petreius, 1544

Ovid

Fasti • Fastorvm Lib. VI. Tristivm Lib. V. De Ponto. Lib. III. Frankfurt am Main, 1563; Fastorum Libri Sex. Vita Authoris. Strasbourg: Matthias Schürer, 1519 (LCL 253) • Fasti (LCL 253)

Heroides • Heroides (LCL 41) • Heroides (LCL 41)

Pagninus, Sanctes (Sante Pagnini, 1470–1536)

Bible • Biblia Hebraica. Cum interlineari interpretatione Latinâ Xantis Pagnini. Quae quidem interpretatio, cum ab Hebraicarum dictionum proprietate discedit, sensum, videlicet, magis quàm verba exprimens, in margine libri est collocata; atque alia Ben. Ariae Montani aliorumque collato studio è verbo reddita, ac diverso characterum genere distincta, in ejus locum est substituta. Accessit bibliorum pars quae Hebraicè non reperitur, item Testamentum Novum Graecè, cum vulgata interpretatione Latinâ, Graecis contextus lineis insertâ. [Leiden:] Raphelengius, 1615

Panormitanus, Abbas (Nicolaus de Tudeschis)

De consuet. • See Lectura super quinqui libros decretalium

Extra • See Lectura super quinqui libros decretalium

Lectura super quinqui libros decretalium • Lectura super quinque libros decretalium. Lugduni: Senetonii, 1547

Panvinvius, Onuphrius

Papinianos

Paul III, pope

Consilium de emendanda ecclesia • Consilium delectorum cardinalium et aliorum praelatorum, de emendanda ecclesia. Bulla Pauli papae III. pro reductione multorum populorum germanicae nationis

Paul the Deacon

Rer. Roman. • Historia Romana [Historia Miscella] (PL 95)

Peinlichen Halsgerichts-Ordnung. See Charles V, Peinliche Hals-Gerichts-Ordnung

Pelargus, Christoph

Deuteronomy • In Deuteronomium sacrum sive quintum librum Mosis commentarius. Leipzig: Francus, 1609

Exodus • In secundum Librum Mosaicum, Exodum Sacram, Commentarius Brevis. Magdeburgi: Francus, 1604

Leviticus •In Leviticum sacrum mosaicum commentarius. Leipzig: Lamberg, 1604

Numbers • In Numeros Sacros Quartum Librum Mosaicum Commentarius brevis. Leipzig: Lamberg, 1606

Pellikanus, Konrad

Pentateuch • In Pentateuchum … commentarii. Tiguri: Froschoverus, 1582

Peraldus, Guilelmus

Summa virtutum et vitiorum • Summa Virtutum Ac Vitiorum Per Figuras, Summarium. Antwerp: Nutius, 1571

Pererius (Benito Pereyra)

Romans • Secvndvs Tomvs Selectarvm Dispvtationvm In Sacram Scriptvram, Continens Centvm Octoginta octo Disputationes super Epistolam beati Pauli ad Romanos. Lyons: Horace Cardon, 1610

Peresius, Martinus (Martín Pérez de Ayala)

De traditionibus • De divinis, apostolicis atque Ecclesiasticis Traditionibus, deque authoritate ac vi earum sacrosancta adsertiones ceu libri decem: In quibus fere universa Ecclesiae antiquitas, circa dogmata Apostolica, orthodoxe elucidatur. Coloniae: Gennepaeus, 1549

Perkins, William

Anatom. consc. • Anatomia Sacra Humanae Conscientiae. Basil: König, 1604

Casuum consc. • De Casibus Conscientiae libri tres. Hanover, 1609

Perottus, Nicolaus (archbishop of Siponto)

Cornvcopiae … Habes amice ac studiose lector insigne opus commentariorum linguae latinae: quod … eius auctor, Reuerendus pater dominus Nicolaus Perottvs, Pontifex sipontinus … Cornvcopiae intitulauit: Nuper … opera sollertissimorum virorum paresiensium reuisum: Ex vniuersis praecedentibus exemplaribus castigatum … Cum textu Martialis longe castigatius. [Straßburg:] Prüß, 1506 [?]

Peter Lombard (Petrus Lombardus)

Sent. • Magistri sententiarum, libri IIII. Lyon: Pierre Landry, 1593 (PL 192) • The Sentences. Translated by Giulio Silano. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2007–

Pflacher, Moses

Catech. • Catechismus. Leipzig: Beyer, 1600

Philo of Alexandria

Collected works • Operum … Tomvs Prior [–Alter]. Lyon, 1561

Antiq. Bibl. • Ps.-Philo, Liber antiquitatum biblicarum • A Commentary on Pseudo-Philo’s “Liber antiquitatum biblicarum”: With Latin Text and English Translation. Translated by H. Jacobson. Leiden: Brill, 1996

De caritate • De caritate (Philonis Judaei opera omnia. Volume 5. Leipzig: Schwickert, 1828) • On the Special Laws, book 4 (LCL 341)

De decalogo • De decalogo (LCL 320) • On the Decalogue (LCL 320)

De special. legg. • See De special. legib.

De special. legib. • De specialibus legibus (LCL 320) • On the Special Laws (LCL 320)

De specialibus legibus ad tria Decal. Praecepta • See De special. legib.

Expos. Decal. • See De decalogo

περὶ πoικίας • De migratione Abrahami (LCL 253) • On the Migration of Abraham (LCL 253)

Picus Mirandulus, Johannes

Pinaeus (Severin Pineau)

De notis virginitatis • Opus physiologicum et anatomicum de integritatis et corruptionis Virginum notis. Lugduni Batavorum: apud F. Hegerum, 1611

Piscator, Johannes

Pistorius, Johann

Hodeg. • Wegweisser vor alle verführte Christen. Vienna: Franz Kolb, 1600

Plato

Collected works • Opera, Qvae Ad Nos extant omnia, per Ianvm Cornarivm … Latina lingua conscripta. Basel: Hieronymus Froben, 1561; Aπαντα πλατωνoς Mεθ’ ‘πoμνημάτωνπρoκλoυ Eἰς Tòν Tίμαιoν, Tαὶ πoλιτικ, Tησαυρoῦ ῆς παλαις Mιλoσoίας Mεγίστoυ. Platonis Omnia Opera Cvm Commentariis Procli In Timaeum & Politica, thesauro ueteris Philosophiae maximo. Basel: Johann Walder, 1534

De legibus. • De legibus (LCL 187, 192) • Laws (LCL 187, 192)

Pliny the Elder (Gaius Plinius Secundus)

Naturalis historia (LCL 330, 352–353, 370–371, 392–394, 418–419) • Natural History (LCL 330, 352–353, 370–371, 392–394, 418–419)

Plutarch

Cato the Younger • See Parallel Lives

Numa • See Parallel Lives

Parallel Lives • παράλληλα ’Eν Bίoις ’Eλλνωντε Kαὶ Pωμαίων … Parallela. Hoc Est Vitae Illvstrivm Virorvm Graeci Nominis Ac Latini. Venice: Aldo Pio Manuzio and Andreas Socer, 1519 (LCL 46–47, 65, 80, 87, 98–103) • Parallel Lives (LCL 46–47, 65, 80, 87, 98–103)

Sympos. • Moralia: Symposiacs (LCL 424–25) • Moralia: Table Talks (LCL 424–425)

Pontificale

Pontificale Romanum. Romae: Leonardus Parasolus & socii, 1595

Primasius of Hadrumetum

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Pauline Epistles • In Omnes D. Pauli epistolas commentarij perbreues ac docti. Cologne: Johann Gymnich, 1538 (spurious)

Quintilian (Marcus Fabius Quintilianus)

Instit. • Institutionum oratoriarum libri XII. Lyon: Sébastien Gryphius, 1540 • The Orator’s Education (LCL 124–127, 494)

Radulphus Flaviacensis

Leviticus • In mysticum illum Moysi Leviticum libri XX. Coloniae: Petrus Quentell, 1536

Rationale divinorum officiorum. See Durandus, Guilelmus

Rauchbar, Andreas

Quaest. juris • Quinquaginta Qvaestionvm Insignivm, Ad Ivris Commvnis, Saxonici, Et Electoris Sax. Constitvtionvm Provincialivm Declarationem pertinentium, quarum pleraeque es … Michaelis Tevberi … Adversarijs desumptae, & excerptae sunt. Wittenberg: Clemens Berger, 1604

Regino Prumiensis

Chron. • “Chronica,” in Simon Schardius, Germanicarvm Rervm Qvatvor Celebriores Vetvstioresqve Chronographi, Earvm Descriptionem Ab Orbe Condito Vsqve Ad Tempora Henrici IIII. Imperatoris patriæ imperijque vindicis & Propugnatoris acerrimi, singulari fide & diligentia, quasi continua successione deducentes. Francoforti Ad Moenum: Corvinus; Feyrabend; Gallus, 1566

Reuchlin, Johannes

Cabala • See De art. Cabalist.

De Cabbala • See De art. Cabalist.

De art. Cabalist. • “De arte Cabbalistica libri III,” in Galatino, De arcanis catholicae veritatis. Basel: Hervagius, 1561

Reuter, Quirinus

Aphor. theol. • Aphorismi Theologici De Vera Religione. Heidelberg: Lancellot, 1601

Richard of Middleton (Richardus de Mediavilla)

Sent. • In primum [–tertium] sententiarum questiones. Venetiis: Lazarus Soardus, 1509

Rueus, Francis (François LaRue)

De gemmis • De gemmis aliquot, iis praesertim quarum divus Joannes apostolus in sua apocalypsi meminit. Frankfurt, 1596

Rungius, David (David Runge)

Exodus • Praelectiones In Exodum Mosaicam, Quibus, Praeter Textus perspicuam & dilucidam enarrationem, multi religionis Christianae articuli & capita tam διδακτικῶς quam ἐλεακτικῶς pertractantur. Wittenberg: Schürer, 1614

Rupert of Deutz (Rupertus Tuitiensis)

Collected works • R. Domini, D. Ruperti, Abbatis Monasterii Tuitiensis, Ordinis D. Benedicti … quotquot hactenus haberi potuerunt, Opera Omnia. Coloniae Agrippinae: Mylius, 1602

De Trin. et ejus operibus • De sancta Trinitate et operibus eius (PL 167; CCCM 21–24)

Rutland, Johann Caspar

Loc. comm. theol. • Loci Commvnes Theologici, Qvi Hodie Potissimvm In Controversia Agitantur: Ad consensum verae Catholicaeque Ecclesiae ex sacrae scripturae, & SS. Patrum sententijs ac testimonijs collecti: Vnà cum argumentis ac obiectionibus aduersariorum, & confutationibus eorundem. Cologne: Peter Horst, 1563

Sacrar. cerem. eccles. Rom. See Ceremoniale Romanum

Salmeron, Alfonsus (Alfonso Salmerón)

1 Timothy • See Pauline Epistles

Salmeron, Alfonsus (Alfonso Salmerón), cont.

Pauline Epistles • Commentarii in omnes epistolas B. Pauli, & Canonicas; in quatuor tomos distributi … quorum hic est primus, in ordine autem Tomus decimus tertius. Cologne: Anton Hierat & Johann Gymnich IV, 1604

Salomon. See Jarchi, Salomon

Sander, Nicolaus

De imag. • De Typica Et Honoraria Sacrarum Imaginum Adoratione. Lovanii: Fouler, 1569

Schaffnaburgensis, Lambertus. See Lambertus Schaffnaburgensis

Schindlerus, Valentinus (Valentin Schindler)

Lexicon • Lexicon pentaglotton, Hebraicum, Chaldaicum, Syriacum, Talmudico-Rabbinicum, & Arabicum. Hannover: Henneus, 1612

Schmaltzius, Valentinus (Valentin Schmalz)

Contra disp. 12. Frantzii de causis peccatorum • See Refut. thesium Frantzii

Refut. thesium Frantzii • Refutatio Thesium D. Wolfgangi Frantzii … De Praecipuis Christianae Religionis Capitibus. Racovia: Sebastian Sternacki, 1614

Schmuccius, Vincentius

Tertia Pars Praxeos Ecclesiasticae De Oratione, Gratiarum Actione usu Musices, tandemque de Votis Quaestiones. Leipzig: Rehefeld, 1628 [?]

Schönfeld, Gregor

Syllogismo septimo D. Mentzero opposito • Collatio septem syllogismorum D. Balth. Mentzeri, totidemque his oppositorum D. Gregorii Schönfeldii, Editio II. Giessae Hassor., 1608

Schroeder, Johannes

Analysis of Romans 9 • Analysis theologica et scholastica in caput nonum epistolae D. Pauli ad Romanos. Swinfurtum: Chemlin, 1608

De imaginibus • Apodixis Theologica Gemina De Imaginibvs, Ad Habendvm, Sed Non Ad Colendvm, Christiano populo concessis. Schweinfurt: Kaspar Chemlin, 1606

Sent. • Qvaestiones. Quas Reportationes vocant, in quatuor libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Venetiis: Baptista et Sessa, 1597

Scotus, Johannes Duns

Sent. • Qvaestiones. Quas Reportationes vocant, in quatuor libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Venetiis: Baptista et Sessa, 1597

Scotus Hyberniensis, Sedulius

Pauline Epistles • Sedvlii Scoti Hyberniensis, In Omnes D. Pauli epistolas annotationes. Basel: Heinrich Petri, 1538

Romans • See Pauline Epistles

Sedulius. See Scotus Hyberniensis, Sedulius

Severus, Sulpicius. See Sulpicius Severus

Siculus, Marinus (Lucio Marineo)

De reb. Hispanicis • L. Marinei Sicvli regii historiographi opus de rebus Hispaniae memorabilibus modo castigatum atque Cæsareæ Maiestatis iussu in lucem æditum. Compluti: M. de Eguia, 1533

Sigebertus Gemblacensis

Chron. • Chronicon Sigeberti Gemblacensis monachi. Antverpiae, 1608

Sipontinus. See Perottus, Nicolaus

Sleidanus, Johannes

Comment. de stat. relig. • Commentariorum de statu religionis & reipublicae, Carolo quinto Caesare, libri XXVI. Strasbourg: Theodosius Rihel, s.d.; De statu religionis et republicae, Carolo quinto, Caesare commentarij. Basel, 1556

Sleidanus, Johannes, cont.

Hist. • See Comment. de stat. relig.

Smelingus, Tilmannus

De septem sacram. • De septem sacramentis. Coloniae: Novesianus, 1546

Socinus, Faustus (Fausto Sozzini)

De Christo servat. • See De servator.

De servator. • De Iesu Christo servatore, hoc est cur & qua ratione Iesus Christus noster seruator sit, Fausti Socini Senensis disputatio. [Racovia]: Rodecius, 1594

Socrates

Hist. tripart. • Tripertite historie ex Socrate Sozomeno et Theodorico in unum collecte et … de greco in latinum translate libri numero duodecim. Augsburg: Johann Schüßler, 1472 • The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus (NPNF2 2)

Sohnius, Georgius (Georg Sohn)

Collected works • Operum … Tomus primus [–tertius]. Siegen: Christoph Corvinus, 1598

Disp. de primo et secundo praecepto, in Opus thesium • Theses de plerisque locis theologicis, in Academiis Marpurgensi et Heidelbergensi propositae. Siegen, 1598

Sommerus, Johannes

Tract. de justificat.

Soto, Petrus a

Assert. cathol. • Assertio catholicae fidei circa articulos confessionis … Ducis Wirtenbergensis oblatae per legatos eius concilio Tridentino 24. Januarii Anni 1552. Francoforti, 1561

Method. confess. • Methodus confessionis, hoc est ars sive ratio et brevis quaedam via confitendi, in qua peccata & eorum remedia … continentur. Ad haec 12 articulorum fidei … explanatio. Dilingae: Mayer, 1564

Sozomen

Histor. eccles. • Historia ecclesiastica (PG 67)

Spinaeus, Johannes

De providentia • Tractatus de providentia dei, editio tertia. Jacob Stoer, 1600

Stapleton, Thomas

Antidot. • Antidota apostolica contra nostri temporis haereses, in Acta Apostolorum et in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. Antwerp, 1595

De just. • Universa justificationis doctrina hodie controversa, libris duodecim tradita. Parisiis: apud Michaelem Sonnium, 1582

Promt. Catholic. • Promptvarivm Catholicvm, Ad instructionem Concionatorum contra nostri temporis haereses; Svper Evangelia Ferialia Per Totam Qvadragesimam. In Hac Parte Qvadragesimali vnius Caluini varia impietas in multis, eisdemque grauißimis fidei dogmatibus aperitur, & accuratè refutatur. Cologne: Arnold, 1594

Promt. moral. • Promptvarium Morale Svper Evangelia Dominicalia Totivs Anni. Antverpiae: Officina Plantiniana, 1593

Stephanus, Henricus

Suarez, Franciscus (Francisco Suárez)

De festor. observat.

De variis opusc. theol. • Varia Opuscula Theologica: 1. De Concursu, motione, & auxilio Dei. Lib. III. 2. De Scientia Dei futurorum contingentium. Lib. II. 3. De Auxilio efficaci. Brevis resolutio. 4. De Libertate divinae voluntatis. Relectio prior. 5. De Reviviscentia meritorum. Relectio altera. 6. De Iustitia Dei. Disputatio. Moguntiae: Mylius; Lippius, 1612

Suetonius

Vita Julii Caesaris • De vita Caesarum (LCL 31, 38) • The Lives of the Caesars (LCL 31, 38)

Suidas

Suidae lexicon: Graece et Lat. Osnabrück: Biblio-Verl., 1986

Sulpicius Severus

Hist. • Chronica (CSEL 1)

Surius, Laurentius

Comment. rerum in orbe gestarum • Commentarius Brevis Rerum In Orbe Gestarum, Ab Anno Salutis M. D. Usque In Annum M.D.LXXIIII. Coloniae: Quentelius, 1602

Commentarivs Brevis Rervm In Orbe Gestarvm, ab anno Salutis millesimo quingentesimo, vsque ad annum LXVI. ex optimis quibusque scriptoribus congestus. Coloniae: Apud hæredes Iohanns Quentel & Geruinum Calenium, 1566

Sylvius, Aeneas

Comment. • “Commentarii de gestis Basiliensis concilii,” in Fascicvlvs Rervm Expetendarvm Ac fugiendarum. In quo primum continetur Concilium Basiliense … quod Aeneas Syluius … eleganter conscripsit. Insunt præterea huic operi … epistolæ, libelli, tractatus, & opuscula, numero (ni fallar) LXVI. … Orthvinus Gratius. [Cologne: Quentel], 1535

Sylvius, Antonius Clarus

Comment. • Commentarius ad leges tam regias, quam XII. tabularum mores, et canones, Romani iuris antiqui. Parisiis, 1603 [?]

Syriac paraphrase

N. T. versia Syriaca, edita cum interpret. Lat. Jmman. Tremellij. Paris: Henr. Steph., 1569

Szegedinus, Stephanus (Zegedinus, István Szegedi Kiss)

Loci • Theologiae sincerae loci communes de Deo et Homine perpetuis Tabulis explicati et scholasticorum dogmatis illustrati. Editio secunda. Basel, 1588

Talmud

Makoth • Masekhet Makot: ‘im perush Rashi ve-tosafot u-fiske tosafot ve-rabenu ’Asher u-ferush ha-Mishnayot meha-Rambam; Massecheth Macoth: opus in quo agitur, de verberum multa, qua rei animadvertendi sunt: nunc ab omnibus iis quae contra religionem Christianam faciebant, expurgatum, &, iuxta mentem Sacri Concilii Tridentini recognitum & approbatum. Basel: Froben, [1579] • Hebrew-English Edition of the Babylonian Talmud: Makkoth. Translated by Dayan H. M. Lazarus. London: Soncino, 1987

Massecheth Yoma • Masekhet Yoma: ’im perush Rashi ve-tosafot u-fiske tosafot ve-rabenu ’Asher u-ferush ha-Mishnayot meha-Rambam; Massecheth Ioma: opus in quo agitur de propitiatio num festo: nunc recognitum a Marco Marino Brix. Can. regul. D. Servatoris, ac iuxta mentem Sacri Concilii Tridentini recognitum & approbatum. Basel: Froben, [1580] • Hebrew-English Edition of the Babylonian Talmud: Yoma. Translated by Leo Jung. London: Soncino, 1989

Targum

Hamishat humshe torah: Biblia Hebraea cvm triplici Targum in Pentateuchum, Onkoli, Jonathan & Jerosolymitano: & Commentario R. Salomo Jarchi in omnes 24. S. Scripturae libros. Hanowya: Hans Yaqopo Hane, 1614

Targum Onkelos. See Targum

Terence

Adelphoe (LCL 23) • The Brothers (LCL 23)

Tertullian (Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus)

Collected works • In Q. Septimii Florentis Tertvlliani Opera, Qvae Ad Manvs Ipsivs Pervenerant, Et Cvra Ipsivs Fverant In Lvcem Edita, Annotationes … His Svbiectae Svnt Censvrae Inqvisitionis Hispanicae In B. Rhenani Annotationes Ad Tertvllianvm, Provt editae sunt in Indice librorum expurgatorum. [Heidelberg: Hieronymus Commelinus,] 1597; Opera omnia. [Heidelberg]: Commelinus, 1608

Adv. Valent. • Adversus Valentinianos (CCSL 2) • Against the Valentinians (ANF 3)

Advers. Marcion. • Adversus Marcionem (CCSL 1) • Against Marcion (ANF 3)

Adversus Judaeos • Adversus Judaeos (CCSL 2) • Against the Jews (ANF 3)

Tertullian (Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus), cont.

Apol. • Apologeticum (CCSL 1) • Apology (ANF 3)

De cor. mil. • De corona (CSEL 70) • The Chaplet (ANF 3)

De idolol. • De Idolatria (PL 1)

De pudicit. • De pudicitia (CSEL 20) • On Modesty (ANF 4)

Textor, Bernard

disputation • Volumen thesium theologicarum, in illustri schola Nassovica Herbernae disputatarum annis 1592, 1593, 1594. Herbornae Nassovica: Corvinus, 1606

Theodoret of Cyrus (Theodoretus Cyrrhensis)

Collected works • Operum … tomus secundus. Paris: Michel Sonnius II., 1608

Deuteronomy • Quaestiones in Octateucham (PG 80)

Genesis • Quaestiones in Octateucham (PG 80)

Haeret. fab. • Haereticarum fabularum compendium (αρετικῆς κακoμυθίας ἐπιτoμ) (PG 83)

Leviticus • Quaestiones in Octateucham (PG 80)

Theodosius

Act. • See Concil.

Theodotion

Greek translation of Old Testament • In fragments of Origen, Hexapla (PG 15–16)

Theophylact (Theophylactus de Achrida)

Galatians • See Pauline Epistles

Gospels • In quatuor Evangelia enarrationes. Basel: Andreas Cratander, 1525 • The Explanation of the Gospels. House Springs, MO: Chrysostom Press, 2007

John • See Gospels

Luke • See Gospels

Matthew • See Gospels

Pauline Epistles • Theophylacti Archiepiscopi Bvlgariae, in omnes diui Pauli Epistulas Enarrationes, luculentae ac prorsus diuinae, ex multis approbatis exemplaribus … recognitae … Christophoro Porsena Romano Interprete. Cologne: Peter Quentel, 1542

Thomas Aquinas

Collected works • Opera omnia. Rome: Antonio Blado hiers, Giovanni Gigliotti, & Giulio Accolti, 1569–71

Sent. • In … Sententiarum libro interpretatio

ST • Summa theologica • The Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas. Literally translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province. London: Oates & Washbourne, 1924

Toletus, Franciscus (Francisco de Toledo)

Instruct.• Summae, De instructione Sacerdotum libri septem: De peccatis liber vnus: cum Bullae Coenae Domini dilucidatione, Quibus omnis Christiani officij ratio explicatur. Lyon: Horace Cardon, 1599

Tostatus Abulensis, Alphonsus (Alfonso Tostado Ribera)

Collected works • Opera omnia, quotquot in Scripturae sacrae Expositionem & alia, adhuc extare inventa sunt. Venice: Sessa, 1596

Deuteronomy • Commentaria In Devteronomivm. Venice: Sessa, 1596

Judges • Commentaria In Ivdices, Et Rvth. Venice: Sessa, 1596

Trallianus. See Alexander Trallianus

Twelve Tables, Laws of the

Lex XII Tabularum (LCL 329) • The Law of the Twelve Tables (LCL 329)

Tyrius, Maximus

Sermon 38 • Maximi Tyrii Philosophi Plantonici Sermones. Basil: Froben, 1519

Ursinus, Zacharias

Catech. Heidelb. • Catechesis religionis Christianae. Heidelberg: Michael Schirat & Johann Mayer, 1563 • An Introduction to the Heidelberg Catechism: Sources, History, and Theology: With a Translation of the Smaller and Larger Catechisms of Zacharias Ursinus. Translated by Lyle Bierma. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005

Explicat. catech. • Explicationum catecheticarum. Neostadium Palatinorum: Harnisius, 1598 • The Commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg Catechism. Columbus, OH, 1852; repr., Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed Publishing Co., [1985]

Urspergensis, Abbas. See Conradus de Lichtenau

Valentia, Gregorius de

Analysis fidei cathol. • Analysis fidei catholicae, hoc est ratio methodica eam in universum fidem ex certis principiis probandi, quam sancta Romana Ecclesia adversus multiplices Sectariorum errores profitetur. Ingolstadii: Sartorius, 1585

Comm. • Commentariorum theologicorum tomi quatuor, in quibus omnes quaestiones, quae continentur in Summa theologica D. Thomae Aquinatis ordine explicantur. Venetiis: apud Ioannem Antonium & Iacobum de Franciscis, 1608.

Cont. Heerbrand. • Confutatio calumniarum, quas Heerbrandus spongia quadam sua, ut appellat, complexus est & in Apologeticum de idololatria, nuper Ingolstadii aeditum, leviter ac petulanter effudit. Ingolstadii: David Sartorius, 1579

De adoratione Christi • See Analysis fidei cathol. [?]

De idolol. • De idolatria contra sectariorum contumelias disputatio. Ingolstad., 1580

De sacrif. missae • See Analysis fidei cathol. [?]

Valerius Maximus

Memorabil. • De factis ac dictis memorabilibus Exemplorum Libri novem. Leipzig: Melchior Lotter I., 1512

Varinus (Guarinus Phavorinus)

Λεικoν καρινoυ Kαμωρινoυ παμηρτoς τoυ της Nυκαιριας Eπισκoπoυ, τo Mεγα και πανυωθελιμoν, Dictionarium Phavorini Camertis, Nucerini Episcopi, Magnum Illud ac Perutile. Basel: Robert Winter, 1538

Varro

De re rust. • Rerum Rusticarum (LCL 283) • On Agriculture (LCL 283)

Vasquez, Gabriel (Vasquius)

De adorat. • De cultu Adorationis libri tres. Moguntiae: Albinus, 1601

In Thom. • Commentarii, ac disputationes in primam partem S. Thomae. Ingolstadii: Nutius & Hettsroy, 1609

Vega, Andreas

Conc. • De ivstificatione doctrina vniversa: libris XV. absolute tradita, & contra omnes omnium errores, iuxta Germanam sententiam orthodoxae veritatis, & sacri Concilii Tridentini, praeclare defensa. Coloniae: apud Geruinum Calenium & haeredes Quentelios, 1572

Venator, Adolphus

Declar. • Declaratio Adolphi Venatoris concionatoris Alcmariani anno 1610. … Ordinibus Hollandiæ & Westfrisiæ exhibita. 1612

Vergilius, Polydorus

De rer. invent. • De rerum inventoribus libri octo. [Genevae:] Stoer, 1604

Vermigli, Peter Martyr (Pietro Martire Vermigli)

1 Kings • Melachim id est, Regum libri duo posteriores cum commentariis. Heidelberg: Wolf: 1599

Loci comm. • Loci communes. Heidelberg: Andreas Cambier, 1603

Victor (of Antioch)

Mark • Victoris Antiocheni in Marcvm et Titi Bostrorvm Episcopi in Evangelivm Lvcae commentarij; antehac quidem nunquam in lucem editi. Ingolstadii: David Sartorius, 1580

Viegas, Blasius de (Brás Viegas)

Revelation • In Apocalypsim Joannis Apostoli Commentarii exegetici. Coloniae Agrippinae: Crithius, 1617

Visby, priests of (sacerdotes Wisbycenses)

Vopiscus, Falvius

Vorstius, Conradus

Apol. exeg. • Amica collatio … exegesin apologeticam. Goudae: Caspari Tournaei, 1613

Caus. deserti Papatus • De Causis Admodum iustis ac necessariis, Hactenus Ab Evangelicis Deserti, Et Porro A Piis Omnib. Deserendi Romani Papatus. Steinfurt: Caesar, 1612

Weidner, Paul

Loc. praecip. fid. Christ. • Loca praecipva Fidei Christianae, Collecta, Et Explicata. Vienna: Stephan Hösch, 1562

Wesenbecius, Petrus

Paratit. l. • Commentaria Qvae Olim Paratitla; In Pandectas Ivris Civilis Et Codicis Ivstiniani Libros. Wittenberg: Johann Krafft, 1570

Whitaker, William (Witakerus)

Contra Rainold. • Responsio ad Guilielmi Rainoldi Refutationem, in qua variae controversiae accuratè explicantur. Oppenheim: Levinus Hulsius Witwe, 1612

Zanchi, Girolamo

De natura Dei • De natura Dei, seu de divinis attributis, libri V. Neustadt an der Haardt: Harnisch, 1598

Zecchius, Laelius

book on cases of conscience • Casuum Episcopo Reservatorum Et Censurarum Ecclesiasticarum Dilucida Explicatio. Venice: Cornettus, 1591

Zepper, Wilhelm

Tractatus de legibus Mosaicis • Legum Mosaicarum Forensium Explanatio: Ubi Quaestio, An, Et Quatenus Abolitae Illae Sint, Ventilatur; eque legibus illis circa personas, res & actiones versantibus, inque harmoniae porro formam, iuxta praeceptorum Decalogi seriem, digestis, multae quaestiones & materiae, viris tam ecclesiasticis, quam politicis, in administratione regni Christi ecclesiastica & politica, scitu necessariae & iucundae eruuntur & evolvuntur. Herbornae Nassoviorum: Corvinus, 1614

Zonaras, Ioannes

Histor. Byzant. • Epitome historiarum (PG 134)

Zwingli, Ulrich

Collected works • Opera Huldrychi Zwinglii. Tiguri, 1545

De vera et falsa relig. • De Vera Et Falsa Religione, Huldrychi Zvinglii Commentarius. Zurich: Froschauer, 1525

Opera • Opera Huldrychi Zwinglii. Tiguri, 1545
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